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CURRENT TOPICS. 


From the point of view of an English lawyer the list of 
Coronation honours is disappointing. There is no recognition 
of the heads of the governing bodies of the two branches of the 
profession, or, with the exception of the G.O.B. of Sir Franors 
JeuNE, is there any honour conferred on the judges of the 
Supreme Court of Jadicature. Sir Gzorcz Lewis, like Sir 
Puitie Ross, has been made a baronet, and Mr. Hatpans, 
K.C., M.P., a member of the Privy Council. 





Mr. Burcner, K.C., M.P., gave notice of the followin 
question to be answered in writing in the new-fashion 
way on Wednesday last: ‘Whether the attention of the 
First Lord of the Treasury has been called to the demand 
for an independent inquiry into the working in London 
during the past few years of the system of compulsory 
registration of title to land under the Land Transtor 
Act, 1897: Whether he is aware that no information as 
to the working of that system has been furnished to 
Parliament other than that contained in official reports 
of the chief assistant registrar in the Land Registry: 
And whether, having regard to the right and obligation conferred 
by Parliament on county councils to apply for an extension of 
the system to districts outside London, if they are satisfied that 
such extension is desirable, and to the necessity for full informa- 
tion, the Government will direct an independent inquiry into the 
working of the system in London during the past ar years?” 
The question does not appear to have been answered on Wednes- 
day—at all events, we do not find any record of it in the 
Parliamentary papers or reports of secenaliings in Parliament. 





WE uaveE been reluctant to refer to the rumoured intention to 
retire of three of the leading members of the Council of the 
Incorporated Law Society, because we hoped, up to the last, 
that such intention would not, in the case of all of them, be 
carried into effect. Thore is now, unfortunately, no doubt as 
to the fact that the Council will in future be deprived of their 
valuavle aid. All of them have filled the office of president, and 
Mr. Appison and Mr. Jonn Hounrer have served on the Council 








for twenty years, while Mr. Manisty is not far behind them 
3€é 
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with his seventeen years of service. After such terms of office 
they may well claim relief from their onerous duties, and all 
that remains is to accord to them the grateful thanks of the 
members for their invaluable help during so many years 
in conducting the affairs of the society. Mr. Appison’s 
indefatigable attendance at meetings of the Council and its 
committees is well known, and his services in connection with 
the question of examinations and legal education, his wide 
knowledge as to all matters coming before the Council, and his 
excellent judgment have not been less remarkable. Mr. Joun 
Hunter, as we all know, has been standing counsel to the 
Council on matters connected with the law of real | pr tt and 
conveyancing ; while Mr. Manisty has been one of the good all- 
round, experienced, and efficiént members of the Oouncil, always 
ready to take his share of any work coming before that body. 





THE POSTPONEMENT of the Coronation has disappointed a vast 
number of seat-holders who have already paid the price of their 
seats, and the law relating to their rights and liabilities has 
been eagerly discussed. We cannot agree with the view of a 
writer who, in a letter to the Zimes, suggests that Zaylor v. 
Caldwell (3 B. & 8. 826) is in point, and that where seats 
have been taken ‘to view the Ooronation procession” 
the price of the seat is paid subject to the implied 
condition that, in the event of the Ooronation being 
abandoned, the money shall be returned to the person 
who has paid it. We cannot for this purpose see any distinc- 
tion between the hire of a seat to view the Coronation and the 
hire of any movable article which might be required on the day 
of the Coronation. It is scarcely consistent with common sense 
that the whole loss occasioned by the disaster should fall upon 
the person who has provided the seat and incurred the addi- 
tional expense of partitions, steps, chairs, and awnings, rather 
than upon the hirer who has paid his money without taking into 
consideration the possibility of an accident. We think, too, that 
every case must be governed by the special circumstances. If 
the gegyoroment had occurred two or three weeks earlier, the 
seat-holder would have had a stronger claim to the return of his 
money. 





THE RECENT decision of the Court of Appeal in Wightwick v. 
Pope and Others, Frost v. Solomon (1902, F. No. 133), given on 
the 2nd of June, will, says a correspondent, be welcomed by the 
profession as effecting a much-needed reform in the practice 
connected with motions for security for costs, and the wonder is 
that these alterations had not been made before. A short time 
ago Lord Justice Vaucnan Wiit1ams, in making an order for 
security for costs, said he thought it very desirable that 
a time should be fixed within which the security 
ordered should be given, instead of leaving it to the 
profession to decide what was a reasonable time before 
applying to dismiss in case of default being made. This, 
however, did not seem to go far enough, as in limiting the time, 
as in almost all other orders, a penalty should be imposed in case 
of non-performance of the order. In the recent case, which 
becomes a leading case under the new practice, the Master of 
the Rolls, in giving judgment, said that they had consulted the 
other So they were of opinion that there was no 
difference between final appeals and motions for new trials, and 
the two lists were simply to facilitate the business of the 
courts, and that the practice of the Divisional Court in refusing 
to order security in the case of motions for new trials should be 
altered, and it should be in the discretion of the court to make 
an order, especially having regard to the fact that notices of 
appeal in jury cases invariably asked for new trial as an 
alternative. The further important alteration is to the effect 
that, in case the security ordered is not given within the time 
limited, the appeal or motion for new trial is to stand dis- 
missed with costs ; and it is said that it is owing to the profession 
not pea asked for this in their notices of motion that this 
form of order was not adopted years ago. 





Ir may be useful to set out the form of order made in the 
recent case as a guide in future applications. It is as follows: 


“Tt is ordered that the defendants’ application be allowed, and that 
the ooste be costs in the appeal or motion for new trial.’’ 


‘Tt is ordered that the plaintiffs do within fourteen days of this date 

ive security to the satisfaction of one of the Masters of the Supreme 
Gourt for the sum of £25 wd | a like sum into court to answer the 
defendants’ costs of the plaintiffs’ said appeal or motion for new tri 
and that in the meantime all further proceedings in the appeal or 
motion for new trial be stayed.” : 

“‘ And itis further ordered that if the security be not so given or 
money paid into court within fourteen days asaforesaid, then that the 
said appeal or motion for new trial stand diemissed with costs to be 
prerndn A as master and paid by the plaintiffs to the defendants or to 
their tors.’” 


It will be seen that the following of this form in the notice of 
motion will save respondents the expense of a second application 
to the court for an order dismissing the appeal, and will also 
save the court considerable time which is now taken up in 
hearing these applications and in drawing up the orders made 
thereon. 


Tux oasE of Abrahams v. Bullock, decided by the Oourt of 
Appeal on the 25th of June, is of general interest owing to the 
frequency of robberies from carriages which have been left un- 
guarded in the public streets. The action was by a manufac- 
turer of jewellery against a jobmaster to recover the value of 
certain articles of jewellery which it was alleged had been lost 
through the negligence of the defendant’s servant. The defend- 
ant, in consideration of a weekly payment, had agreed to pro- 
vide a brougham and coachman to be used by the plaintiff's 
traveller in taking out goods. The traveller left this brougham 
outside the hotel where he get his lunch, locking the door and 
taking the key with him. the coachman had remained on 
his box during the absence of the traveller, and property of the 
plaintiff had been stolen from the carriage, a question of some 
nicety might possibly have arisen as to whether there had been 
a want of i care on the part of the coachman 
with regard to the articles in his custody. But the driver 
during the absence of the traveller went into the ad- 
joining premises to get his dinner, leaving the brougham 
unattended. During this absence of the driver the brougham 
was driven away, and its contents, the jewellery, for the value 
of which the action was brought, were stolen. Mr. Justice 
Ruwtey, who tried the case without a jury, was of opinion that 
the defendant did not undertake the duty of taking care of the 

oods, and that he was not therefore liable for the loss. The 
urt of Appeal reversed this decision, holding that the 
defendant’s obligation was to provide a driver who should not 
only drive the brougham but should also take care of it during 
the intervals when the traveller would be obliged to leave it. 
We think that the view taken by the Court of Appeal will meet 
with general approval, for it cannot be supposed that the 
traveller should be required to take an assistant with him for 
the purpose of guarding the carriage while he is absent. 








At THE RECENT Leicester Assizes a girl of only fifteen years of 
age was tried and convicted for concealing the birth of her 
‘legitimate child. It was given in evidence that she had been 
able to keep her relations in entire ee of her condition, 
and no one seems to have suspected she was pregnant until she 
was charged with the offence. Whatever opposition the 
Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, met with before it became 
law, and whatever amount of hostile criticism was expended on 
it when it first came into operation, there seems to be a wide 
agreement now that the Act has been highly beneficial in raising 
the age of consent to sixteen years. Everyone in fact agrees 
that, in spite of a certain risk of blackmail and false charges, 
girls of under sixteen should be protected against themselves ; 
and that a man who takes advantage of the animal passions of 
@ young girl should be punished even where the act was com- 
mitted at the solicitation of the girl. There is, however, 
in the Act a limitation of time, and it is provided that no 
prosecution for the offence be commenced more 
than three months after the commission of the offence. 
This limitation, it is submitted, has the effect of most 
seriously diminishing the usefulness of the Act. Under 
its protection the guilty men escape in just those cases where 
their crimes have done the most mischief. If the gal 
is a fully consenting party, and if the offence results in her 





becoming pregnant, her condition is seldom discovered within 
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the three months. When it is discovered, it is too late to take 
any steps to punish the man. In these cases discovery is very 


dificult where the girl keeps her own counsel, and illicit inter- 
course may go on for a long time without discovery, and even 
when she becomes pregnant she hardly realizes her 
after three months have elapsed, and she probably has but little 
difficulty in concealing her state for even longer than that time. 
The recent case at Leicester was a striking example of this. The 
gitl was little more than a child, either in ap ce or in 
years, yet she had managed to conceal her condition up to the 
very end. Is it right that in a case of this sort the man should 
gounpunished? We submit that it is far from right, and that 
the time of limitation should be altered so as to hit the man. 
There certainly ought to be some time of limitation, otherwise 
the Act might be used with great effect as an a of black- 
mail, But the course of nature should be consi 

on that time, and we submit that twelve months would be a 


proper and reasonable period. It would meet such cases as 
that under discussion, and would allow a reasonable time for the 


girl to get well and for inquiries to be made. 





in Lonpon and other large towns it is quite a common thing 
for the waiters in restaurants, which are not licensed for the 
sale of intoxicating liquors, to go and.buy wine and other 
In so doing the waiter generally asks 
the customer for the money and then goes to some neighbouring 


liquors for the customers. 


licensed house or wine-dealers and procures what is wanted. 
The waiter who acts in this way is clearly the agent of the diner, 


and as such buys the liquor for his principal; his own master 


not having any direct interest in the transaction as a general rule. 


The case of Pasquier vy. Neale (reported elsewhere), was a case 


of this kind, but there was one peculiar feature in it which 
distinguishes it from the ordinary case. 

restaurant keeper who kept an unlicensed esta fishm ent, and 
his waiters were in the habit of going oat to buy wine for 
diners on being supplied with the money. They always 
bought the wine, however, at an adjoining wine shop, of which 
the appellant, in partnership with another person, was the 
owner. It appeared also that the waiters were supplied with 
wine-lists, and invited the diners to order wines from the list. 
On this state of things a magistrate convicted the appellant of 
selling wine at his restaurant without a licence, but stated a case 
for the opinion of the High Court. It was argued on behalf 
of the appellant that it made no difference that he was a partner 
in the wine business ; that he sold the wine to the agent of the 
diner at the wine shop and not at the restaurant; and that the 
wine was appropriated to the diner at the former place, and that, 
therefore, the sale to him was completed there. The court, 
however, held that there was ample evidence on which the 


magistrate might draw the inference of fact, which he 


did draw, that there had been a sale to the customer at 
the restaurant. It is quite clear that this was a very different 
case from those cases in which the waiter buys wine from an 
independent wine dealer. Here the waiter was the servant 
of the wine dealer and it was directly to his master’s interest 
to induce the customer to buy the wine. When the waiter took 
the order and the money, he was really acting as his master’s 
agent, though probably the customer did not know the fact ; 
and if he was then his master’s agent, the sale was probably 
eflected when the money was paid, and therefore took place at 
the restaurant. But even if the sale, in the strict legal sense 
of the word, did not take place at the restaurant, it must be 
remembered that it has been held that where the Licensing Act 
forbids any m to “sell” liquor at any place where he is 
not authorized to sell it, the word “sell” does not necessarily 
mean only a sale in the strict legal sense, but includes an agree- 
ment to sell: see Pletts v. Campbell (43 W. R. 684; 1895, 2 Q.B. 
299). The magistrate, therefore, seems to have decided this 
case rightly on its merits, and if he had decided otherwise a 
door might be opened for a good deal of evasion of the law. It 
18 submitted, however, that this case in no way affects the 
legality of sending a waiter out for liquor to an entirely inde- 
Pendent wine dealer, in the manner which is common in 
Unlicensed restaurants. 
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As a. general rule the right of shareholders to dividend 
depends upon a dividend hay first been duly declared in 
accerdance with the articles, and in the absence of such declara- 
tion preference shareholders cannot in a winding up require a 
sum which represents revenue to be applied in paying to them 
arrears of dividend. This is the effect of the recent decision of 
the Court of Appeal in Re Crichton’s Oil Co. (1902, 2 Oh. 86), 
affirming the decision of Wricut, J. (49 W. R. 556; 1901, 2 
Ch. 184). In that case the preference shareholders were, under 
the articles, entitled to a cumulative, preferential dividend of 
£5 per cent., and it was provided that, in the event of a winding 
up, the surplus assets were to be distributed between the holders 
of preference and ordinary shares according to the amount paid 
up en, The directors ey em Aol ke reserve 
und to meet contingencies or for equalizing dividends, and the 
balance of profits was available, first, for the payment of the 
fixed cumulative preferential dividend, and then for payment of 
dividends on the other shares. Dividends were to ay oY 
by the company in general meeting on the recommendation of 
the directors. For some years the preferential dividend was 
paid, and then for three years it was omitted in consequence 
of the business being carried on at a loss. In the next year a 
profit of £1,675 was made, but the directors made no appro- 
priation of the sum, nor was a dividend declared. Subsequently 
the company went into liquidation, and after the debts were paid, 
and £7 returned on all the preference and ordinary shares— 
both classes were £10 fully-paid shares—the £1,675 stil. 
remained in the hands of the liquidators. The preference 
shareholders contended that it was applicable to paying them 
the arrears of dividend for the four years in which they had 
received nothing, and reliance was p on the decision of 
Kexewron, J., in Bishop v. Smyrna, §c., Railway Co. 
(48 W. R. 647; 1895, 2 Oh. 265) as establishing the 
proposition that a sum standing to the credit of revenue 
remains profits after the winding up, and is to be applied 
as such. In that case, however, it does not appear that 
the articles of association made the declaration of a dividend 
a condition precedent to preference shareholders becoming 
entitled, and on this ground the case has already been dis- 
tinguished by Byzyz, J., in Re Odessa Waterworks Co. (1901, 
2 Oh. In Re Odessa Waterworks dividends were to 
be declared by the directors with the sanction of the 
company in general meeting, and it was held that a sum 
arising from profits, but as to which no dividend declaration 
had been made, could not be claimed by the preference share- 
holders in a winding up in satisfaction of arrears, notwith- 
standing that it had been expressly retained to the credit of the 
revenue account. Both Wnricut, J., and the Court of Appeal 
have adopted the same view in the present case. The onus was 
upon the preference shareholders to shew that the £1,675 was 
available for dividend, and this they could not do in the absence 
of a proper declaration of dividend. The sum was distributable, 
share- 


therefore, equally among themselves and the ordinary 
holders in er repayment of the amounts paid up on the 





Tux Decision of Kexewron, J., this week in Re Tufnell (Times, 
30th ult.) illustrates the protection which is now afforded to 
trustees by section 8 pe wre «a 1888, 
usual six years’ limit ies to claims against 
u a broach of trust, and the time is reckoned from the breach 
trust, not from the date when the loss occurs (see 
Linoxezy, L.J., in Thorne v. Heard 42 W. RB. 274; 1894, 1 Ob, 
599), but the statute is excluded in cases “ where the claim is 
founded upon any fraud or fraudulent breach of trust to which 
the trustee was a party or privy, or is to recover trust property, 
or the proceeds thereof still retained by the trustee, or previously 
received by the trustee and converted to his use.” An 
ition of the second exception—where trust. money is 
retained by the trustee—was given by Linpizy, L.J., in the 
case just referred to, and he pointed out that the word 
“still” refers to the commencement of the action, and 
that the retention must be actual. ‘In construing this 
statute,” he said, ‘‘ we have to ascertain whether in fact the 
trust property sought to be recovered is still retained by the 
trustee.” Applying this test, there could be little doubt as to 
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the result in the present case of Re Tufnell. A sum of about 
£20,000 Consols was held by Mr. Turnett and Mr. CarTMe. 
Harrison, both now dead, as trustees of a marriage settlement. 
In the events which happened the fund became divisible among 
the three children of a Tady who died in 1887, and the plaintiff, 
Mr. H. ©. Byrne, who was one of the ehildren, attained twenty- 
one, and became absolutely entitled to his third share, on the 
11th of December, 1894. Previously to this, in 1888, the 
trustees had sold the Consols and had paid over the proceeds to 
Messrs. Incram, Harrison, & Incram, their solicitors, and 
subsequently Mr. Turnett does not appear to have had any 
control over the money. The plaintiff received payments from 
time to time from the solicitors, but there was ultimately a sum of 
£2,122 duefrom them for which he sought to make Mr. TurnE.1’s 
estate liable. Apart from the statute, the liability was of course 
clear. He had not discharged himself and he was still account- 
able for the trust funds. But there had been no actual reten- 
tion of the money by Mr. Turwett, and clearly it was not 
retained by his executors at the commencement of the action 
in August, 1901, the date which Linptey, L.J., as we have seen, 
considered to be critical. Consequently the statute ran against 
the claim, and although in 1885, when the breach of trust 
occurred by reason of the trust funds being paid over to the 
solicitors, the plaintiff was protected by his infancy, yet the 
action was not brought till more than six years had elapsed 
after his coming of age. Hence, as Kzxewiou, J., held, he was 





Tue pxEcision of Swinren Eapy, J., in Re Burchell, Wilde, 
§ Co. (ante, p. 570) is important with reference to the 
circumstances under which taxation of a bill of costs will 
be ordered after payment. Under section 41 of the 
Solicitors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 73), payment is not to 
preclude taxation if ‘‘the special circumstances of the case” 
shall, in the opinion of the court, appear to require thesame. In 
Re Boycott (34 W. R. 26, 29 Ch. D. 571) a difference of opinion 
arose in the Court of Appeal whether the discretion thus 
conferred on the court was limited by the condition laid down 
in earlier cases that, to justify taxation after payment, there 
must be pressure and overcharge, or overcharge amounting to 
fraud. tTon, L.J., held that it was. Bowzn, L.J., on the 
other hand, considered that no rule could be laid down limiting 
the discretion. “I think,” he said, “no court has a right to 
limit the discretion of another court, though it may lay down 
principles which are useful as a guide in the exercise of its own 
discretion.”” In the subsequent case of Re Norman (34 W. R. 
313, 16 Q. B. D. 673) the Court of Appeal agreed with the 
broader view of Bowzy, L.J., and held that the “special 
circumstances” were not to be limited by any fixed 
rule. On principle it seems that this must be right. 
Where an Act of Parliament has conferred an unlimited 
discretion specific limitations cannot be introduced by 
judicial practice. At the same time, it is to be remem- 
bered that the courts examine the alleged special circumstances 
strictly, and where a mortgagor; not acting under pressure 
caused by the mortgagee, but simply to carry out his own plans, 
finds it convenient to pay a disputed bill at once, he cannot 
reserve the right to taxation by stating that he pays under 
protest. In Re Cheeseman (39 W.R, 497; 1891, 2 Ch. 289) 
the Court of Appeal, indeed, refused to disturb an order for 
taxation made under such circumstances by Kexewicu, J., 
but this was rather with the view of discouraging appeals 
where the amount at stake was small, and had the matter 
come before the court in the first instance it is probable 
that a different decision would have been given. In 
the present case of Le Burchell, Wilde, § Co. a mortgagor had 
paid under protest the bills of three separate sets of mortgagees, 
who, by arrangement, were being paid off before the expiry 
=. the notices to Psy, —_ there = no pressure on the part of 

mortgagees, and Swinren Eapy, J., held that no grounds 
for taxation existed. = 
pede on elsewhere a letter raising a question as to the 
possi of reconveying property in mortgage to a buildin 
society by a statuto pr Fa nd the ookes is in weenie at 


is one probably of frequeat occurrence in practice, aad ing 
matter which affects the vesting of the legal estate it is, of 
course, esssntial to be quite sure that the receipt will have it 
statutory operation. It is to be noticed, however, that section 
42 of the Building Societies Act, 1874, which regulates thy 
receipt, only contemplates the case of the society being in full 
operation. The receipt is to be “under the seal of the soci 

countersigned by the secretary or manager, in the form 
specified in the schedule” to the Act, and the attests. 
tion clause in the form states that the seal has bee 
affixed “by order of the board of directors [or committe 
of management] in the presence of the secretary [or 
manager|.”” But when the directors and secretary have bee 
replaced by trustees acting under an instrument of dissolution, 
it does not seem possible for the statutory requirements to be 
observed. It is provided, indeed, by section 9 of 
the Building Societies Act, 1894, that in such circumstances 
“the provisions of the Building Societies Acts shall con. 
tinue to apply as if . the trustees appointed under 
the instrument of dissolution were the board of directors 
or committee of management of the society.” Apparently this 
gets over the difficulty as to there being no directors, and the 
trustees could order the seal to be affixed to the receipt; but 
the section does not touch the requirement of countersigaing by 
the secretary, and even if the trustees retained the former secre- 
tary to assist them, it would not be safe to assume that heis 
the secretary of the society for the purpose of section 42. We 
are not aware that there has been any decision on the point, but 
we imagine that the provisions of section 42 cease to be applic- 








able when the instrument of dissolution has been signed, aud 
that mortgaged property must then be reconveyed in the 
ordinary way. 





THE opryton has been expressed more than once of late in 
these columns, that justices at a general licensing meoting 
ought not themselves to be objectors to the renewal of a licence, 
Our opinion, however, has always been stated to be fouaded on 
broad grounds of justice, rather than as based on strict legal 
construction or on authority. Even on strictly legal grounds 
our opinion has had some eminent supporters among the 
judges, and would receive much more support were it 
not for the famous decision of the House of Lords in 
Boulter’s case that justices at a licensing meeting do uot 
form a court. That decision has had wide and ualookei-for 
results, aud one of those results is undoubtedly the recent 
decision of the Court of Appeal in the case of Rex v. The Justicw 
of Farnham (ante, p. 486), According to the ruling of the Lord 
Justices in that case, and therefore as the law now stands, justices 
may themselves be objectors and may then sit and decide whether 
their objections are well founded; and they may go about 
privately seeking for facts and information and may act upon 
the information thus collected. The Master of the Rolls has 
expressly declared that the principle enunciated in the case of 
Allinson v. The General Council of Medical Education (42 W.B. 
289; 1894, 1 Q. B. 750) does not apply to liceasing justices. 
That principle is that an accuser must not be a judge; even 
where the tribunal is not a regular court of law, but a body, such 
as the Medical Council, having disciplinary powers over a certain 
class of persons. It appears, therefore, that licensing justices 
are an absolutely unique body, and their discretion is well-nigh 
unfettered. It is true that the House of Lords has said that 
they must act “judicially.” But it is hard to understand what 
judicial qualities can be demanded of them. It is, of course, well 
established that no licensing justice can act if he has the 
slightest pecuniary interest. He must also not act dishonestly. 
But there we seem, as the law now stands, to have exhausted 
his disqualifications. 





Ir must be centuries since the law of Eagland recognized 
a body of men with such extensive and unfettered powers 
as licensing justices now possess, They form, in fact, an 
inquisition, but with far greater powers than any other 
inquisition. A grand jury may probably act on information 
uired behind the scenes, but they can only find a true 
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a court of justice. Licensing justices, on the other hand, | death of any person dying . . toany other person... 
can carry out the most secret inquiries-and then act on the | shall be deemed . toconfer on the person entitled by 


result by depriving a man of his property and his means of 
livelihood and so penalizing him in an extremely heavy manner. 
We cannot but think that this decision is an unfortunate one in 
the best interests of justice. We quite admit that it is often 
advisable to refuse to renew a licence for some reason by no means 
personal to the applicant. But we do maintain that everything 
should be quite open and aboveboard; that the whole evidence 
on which it is proposed to deprive a man of his property should 
be given in public and on oath; and that the men in 
whom is deposited the power should approach their 
duties in a really judicial frame of mind and not with 
minds. already made up before any public hearing 
takes place. It seems highly probable that if this case stands it 
will give rise to a great number of most undesirable practices. 
Efforts will be made to “‘ get at’ magistrates by both abstainers 
and publicans; secret understandings and arrangements will 
be effected, and a very objectionable air of mystery and jobbery 
will surround the whole system of licensing. There is still 
room, however, to hope that the House of Lords, which brought 
us into this position, may point the way out again. 


In THE reports in some of the London journals of the trial of 
Mr. Freperick Corzertt, of Worcester, it was stated that he had 
been president of the Incorporated Law Society. It is, perhaps, 
hardly necessary to explain that he never had any official 
connection with that society, but that he was president for two 
years of the Worcestershire Incorporated Law Society. 








SUCCESSION DUTY ON TRANSFERRED 
SUCCESSIONS. 


Ir 1s somewhat remarkable that but little, if any, attention has 
been given by the legal public to the decisiongef the House of 
Lords in Wolverton v. Attorney-General (1898, A. C. 535), in 
which the decision of Jzsszt, M.R., in Re Cooper and Allen’s 
Contract (4 Oh. D. 802) as to succession duty on transferred 
successions was somewhat severely commented on. It is not too 
much to say that since the decision in Wolverton v. Attorney- 
General it is not safe to accept a title in reliance on the decision 
in Re Cooper and Allen’s Contract. It is much to be wished that 
the Crown would take an early opportunity of bringing the 
question raised in Re Cooper and Allen’s Contract before the court. 
It may perhaps be alleged that it would be a case of hardship 
to seek to question a decision on the faith of which many titles 
have been accepted. There is a great force in this objection, 
but it must be remembered that uncertainty in the law causes 
much expense. If a purchaser who declines to accept a title 
depending on the decision in Re Cooper and Allen’s Contract 
takes out a vendor and purchaser summons, the judge of 
first instance will probably consider that he is bound by the 
decision in that case, and the question will have to go before the 
Court of Appeal. It must be remembered that, whatever the 
decision of the court may be, it will not be binding on the Crown, 
so that an unfortunate purchaser who has taken the objection 
and been unsuccessful may, notwithstanding the expense to 
which he has been put, eventually have to pay duty on an 
information at the suit of the Crown. 


The leading principle of the Succession Daty Act is that when 
once a succession has been created the duty attaches on the 
property and that nothing can be done which will prevent the duty 
from becoming payable. This doctrine hardly requires to be 
supported by authority. Butif the reader has any doubts on 
the point let him read the judgments in Wolverton v. Attorney- 
General, The reader is requested to read this article with the 
Succession Duty Act (16 & 17 Vict. c. 51) before him. 

“ Succession ” is defined, section 1, as “any property charge- 
able with duty under this Act.” de aint 

Section 2 provides that ‘‘every disposition of property b 
reason whereof any » Sta becomes Seen 
entitled to any property, or the income thereof, on the death of 


reason of such disposition or devolution a succession,” and 
“‘ successor ” denotes the person so entitled, and ‘‘ predecessor ”’ 
‘*denotes the . person from whom the interest of the 
successor . . . is derived.” 

This section distinguishes between disposition and devolution. 
Disposition means a will or codicil, and any act inter vivos (other 
than by way of sale) whereby one person confers a beneficial 
interest in property on another : see sections 7 and 17. Devolu- 
tions means where property passes on death to the heir or 
next-of-kin or passes benefiically to the next-of-kin of the 
person dying. 

The rate at which duty is levied on a succession is prescribed 
in section 10, as varied by the Finance Act, 1888, s. 21, and 
depends upon the degree of consanguinity between the 
eee and Ce ouaenaee. Section 14 — for the case 
where the interest of the successor in perso roperty passes 
by reason of death before he becomes entitled in on to 
another successor. Section 15 provides for the duty on 
transferred successions. Section 20 provides that ‘‘The duty 
shall be paid at the time whén the successor or any person in 
his right or on his behalf shall become entitled in possession to 
his succession or to the rents and profits thereof.” 

The practical effect of section 21 (which is varied by the 
Finance Act, 1894, s. 18) is that where the property is real 
estate and the successor never becomes entitled in possession, no 
duty is payable by him. 

It will be convenient to consider what would have been the 
effect of section 2 on a transmitted succession if the subsequent 
clauses, other than that stating the rate of duty, had not been if 
the Act. 

Bearing in mind that in an Act of Parliament a word in the 
singular includes the plural, section 2 can be read as if it ran, 
“ Every disposition and all dispositions by which, &c.” Let us 
take the simple case of real property being limited to A. for life, 
with remainder to B. in fee simple. The disposition by which 
these limitations are created is the original settlement. Now, 
suppose that B. conveys his reversion in fee toC. The disposi- 
tions under which C. becomes entitled are the original settle- 
ment and the conveyance to him ; he becomes the successor, and 
if he survives A., he will have to pay duty on his interest 
falling into possession. It will be observed that in all proba- 
bility B. and C. will be in different degrees of consanguinity 
to the predecessor, and that accordingly the rate of duty payable 
by ©. would be different from that which would have been pay- 
able by B. if he had not conveyed his reversion and had sur- 
vived A. Again, if B. dies before A., and his estate devolves 
on O., it might be argued that, as C. takes under the original 
settlement, he must pay duty on a succession from the prede- 
cessor, and that as he takes under a devolution from B., he must 
also pay the duty as on a devolution from B. If A. conveys 
his life estate to B., the question would arise whether any duty 
was payable on the death of A., because B. became entitled to 
the property, not upon the death of A., but on the execution of 
the conveyance by A. All these questions are dealt with by 
section 15. 

Section 15 contains three sterner the first of which deals 

with transfers made before the commencement of the Act. We 
do not intend to discuss this provision. The second provision is 
‘“ Where, after the time appointed for the commencement of the 
Act, any succession shall, EStore the successor shall have become 
entitled thereto or to the income thereof in possession, have 
become vested by alienation or by any title not conferring a 
new succession in any other , then the duty payable in 
respect thereof shall be paid at the same rate and time as the 
same would have been payable if no such alienation had been 
made or derivative title created.” 
The third provision is: “‘ Where the title to any succession 
shall be accelerated by the surrender or extinction of any prior 
interests, then the duty thereon shall be payable at the same 
time, and in the same manner, as such duty would have been 
payable if no such acceleration had taken i 





any person _+ and every devolution by law of any 
beneficial interest in property,for the income thereof, upon the 





To return to the example that we have taken of land 
being settled on A. for life, with remainder te B. in fee. If B. 
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in A.’s lifetime conveys his reversion to O., the latter becomes, 
under the second provision of section 15, liable to pay duty on 
the death of A. at the same rate that B. would have paid if he 
had survived A. The same result would follow if B. died 
intestate in A.’s lifetime leaving O. his heir-at-law. 

If A. surrenders his life interest to B., then under the third 
provision of section 15, B. has to pay duty on A.’s death. 

In Re Cooper and Allen’s Contract (4 Oh. D. 802) the meaning 
of the words “‘ not conferring a new succession” was considered. 
The facts in that case are somewhat complicated, but neglecti 
unnecessary details, they may be shortly stated as follows: Re 
estate was settled on A. for lite, with remainder to B. in fee. 
A. and B. conveyed their interests to C., who thereby became 
seised in fee, O. by his will devised the property to D., then 0. 
died, duty was paid by D. on his succession from O. Then A. 
died, and it was held, on a vendor and purchaser summons, that 
no duty was payable on the death of A. Juzsszx, M.R., was of 
opinion that the words “ by alienation of or by any other title 
not conferring a new succession” meant “ either by alienation 
or by any title other than alienation, in both cases not con- 
ferring a new succession.” He says: “It would be very 
difficult to say what title there could be conferring a new 
succession, if not an alienation.” He was therefore of opinion 
that, as there was on the death of O. the purchaser a title con- 
ferring a new succession, and as duty was paid on it, no duty 
could be payable on the death of A. This decision and the 
reasoning on which it was founded are strongly disapproved of 
in Wolverton v. Attorney-General (1898, A. OC. 535). It is there 

inted out that the succession once created, the duty must be 
paid for it, that a succession once created cannot by the act of 
the successor cease to exist and another succession be substituted 
for it. With respect to the facts in Re Cooper and Allen’s Contract, 
it should be observed that CO. took two interests, the life estate 
of A. and the reversion of B., and that at the time of his death 
he was in possession by virtue in respect of A.’s life interest. It 
was further pointed out by Lord Herscuert that the words of 
section 10 are precise, “there shall be levied and paid to her 
Majesty in respect of every such succession as aforesaid ” certain 
duties. The whole of the judgments in Wolverton v. Attorney- 
General ought to be carefully considered by every person who 
has to advise on the duty payable in respect of a transmitted 
succession, and it is submitted that, having regard to those 
judgments, the decision in Re Cooper and Allen’s Contract cannot 

considered as binding. 

There are two other cases that require consideration— first, 
where the settled property is sold under a power of sale, and 
secondly, where it is appointed under a power paramount to 
the limitations of the settlement. ‘‘The effect of the exercise 
of an ordinary power of sale in a settlement is to revoke the 
uses, and consequently there is no succession left ; there is nothing 
on which the duty can be charged, and if there were no 
succession duty on personal property, the land would be free 
and the purchase-money too, but where there is a power of sale 
and a trust to lay out the purchase-money in the purchase of 
land, in the meantime until it is so laid out it is a settlement 
of the gut In this way the Crown takes the duty 
out of the purchase-money, as it would take it in respect of the 
land when the permanent investment was made. But the settle- 
ment of the land originally settled is entirely destroyed by virtue 
of the overriding power contained in the settlement itself, and 
with the destruction of the settlement the right to duty in respect 
of the Jand originally comprised in it goes”: per Jesszt, M.R , Re 

Warner (17 Ch. D. 711). In the same case the learned judge 
applied the same reasoning to the case where the sale was made 
under the Settled Estates Act. It cannot be doubted that 
similar reasoning applies to property sold under the powers con- 
ferred by the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, on tenants for 
life, and to personal property sold under a trust or power for 
sale contained in a settlement. 

On the execution of a paramount power the estates limited in 
default of 1 eee cease and are defeated; and the estates 
limited under the power take effect from the time of the 
execution of the power in the same manner as if they had been 
contained in the deed creating the power: see Sugden on 
Powers, at p. 479. It follows that where an appointment is 


tained in the settlement, and therefore no duty can be payable 
in respect of such succession: see Attorney-General v. Selborng 
(1902, 1 K. B, 388). 








SALE OF BUILDING ESTATES. 
II. 


Ir will always be convenient, on the sale of a building estate 
where the lots are numerous, to stipulate that the conveyances 
shall be in a specified form, and if the lots are numerous, to 
stipulate that the conveyances are to be made on a printed 
form. We have known a case where 200 lots were sold at the 
same auction ; it need not be said what a large amount of labour 
would be imposed on the vendor’s solicitor if every purchaser 
was to be at liberty to draw his conveyance in the form he 
wished. Even if the conveyances are to be in a specified form 
the labour of comparing the drafts and engrossments with that 
form will be great, and there is always the risk of error. 
While if the conveyances are to be made on a printed form, all 
that the vendor’s solicitor has to do is to see that the blanks in 
the form—viz., the name of the purchaser, the amount of his 
purchase-money, and the parcels, are correctly inserted. 

It will generally be found convenient to insert the stipulations 
in a schedule to the conveyance, and for the vendor and purchaser 
to enter into mutual covenants in the body of the deed to observe 
and perform the stipulations. It may be objected that some of 
the stipulations may amount to grants of easements or to 
reservations. This difficulty may be got over by inserting a 
provision in the body of the conveyance that the covenants shall, 
as far as necessary for the purpose of conferring rights on the 
purchaser, operate as grants by the vendor, and as far as 
necessary for the purpose of reserving rights to the vendor, 
operate as reservations or exceptions: see Lord Mountjoye’s case 
(Moo. 174), Holmes vy. Seller (3 Lev. 305), Northham v. Hurley 
(1 El. & Bl. 665), which shew that a covenant may amount to 
the grant of an easement at law. There may perhaps be some 
difficulty in saying that a covenant may a as @ reservation 
or exception, but bearing in mind the golden rule that ‘‘ deeds 
are to to be construed according to the expressed intentions of 
the parties,” it is tolerably clear that a covenant may operate in 
this manner at law. It is clear that it can operate in this 
manner in equity, and as in practice the remedy of a person 
whose enjoyment of an easement, exception, or reservation is 
interfered with is by injunction, no difficulty will arise. 

There is a further difficulty of a highly technical nature. If it 
is intended that the purchaser of Lot A should have an ease- 
ment over Lot B, the forms of the conveyances of the two lots 
ought, in strictness, to depend upon which of the conveyances is 
first executed. If the conveyance of Lot A is first executed it 
will contain a grant of the easement, and the conveyance of Lot 
B will be made subject to the easement. Oa the other hand, if 
the conveyance of Lot B is executed first it will contain a reser- 
vation of the easement to the vendor and his heirs, owner or 
owners of Lot A. The conveyance of Lot A will, without more, 
pass the easement, though as a matter of conveyancing the 
easement ought to be expressly conveyed. Where, however, 
the lots form part of an estate laid out and offered for sale as a 
building estate, the grant of the easement will be good in equity 
whichever conveyance is first executed, and if the artifice lastly 
arn? adopted, it will, as above pointed out, be good at 

aw. 

It is perhaps necessary to give a word of warning to the 
inexperienced practitioner. It is a very common practice for 
the surveyor to the estate to frame the stipulations as to build- 
ings, roads, and the enjoyment of the property, on the ground 
that he, and he only, knows what manner of dealing with the 
estate will be most advantageous to the vendor. We cannot 
urge too strongly on the solicitor who has the conduct of the 
sale the importance of resettling the stipulations as drawn by 
the surveyor, as it will often be found that they are contradictory 
or ambiguous. Perhaps the most convenient method of framing 
the conditions of sale is to place all the stipulations of the nature 
above mentioned in a schedule, go that an intending purchaser 





made under an overriding power contained in a settlement, no 
succession can tak+ effect under the original limitations con- 
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specified form, it may conveniently be inserted in a schedule to 

e conditions. 

Some Pane song offer a very short title where the lots are 
small; this practice is most inexpedient, as it may deter trustees 
from purchasing ; and it must be remembered that, as where the 
lots are numerous the abstract will probably be printed, very 
little extra cost will be incurred by giving a proper abstract. 








REVIEWS. 
PUBLIC HEALTH. 


LumuEy’s Pusrio HeartH. Tue Pvusric HEALTH AcTsS 
ANNOTATED, WITH APPENDICES CONTAINING THE VARIOUS 
INCORPORATED STATUTES AND ORDERS OF THE LocAL GOVERN- 
MENT Boarp, &o. SixtTH Epirion. By ALEXANDER MaAoc- 
MORRAN, K.C., and 8. G. Lusnrnerton, Barrister-at-Law. Shaw 
& Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The sixth edition of this important work has been long awaited 
by all who require their text-book on public health law to be 
thoroughly up-to-date ; and so numerous are the chan in this 
branch of the law which Parliament and the decisions of the courts 
bring about year by year, that any but a very recent book on the 
subject is apt to be poe Lumley’s Public Health has long 
been the standard work on the subject, and the sixth edition wi 
not detract from its reputation. In form the book remains the same. 
Itis a complete collection of the statutes with very full notes, and, 
like the fifth edition, it comprises two bulky volumes. The first 
volume contains the Public Health Act, 1875, and a number of sub- 
sequent Acts which the authors describe as ‘‘ Public Health Acts”’ ; 
the second volume (of “ appendices”) contains, first, a collec- 
tion of statutes (in order of date) commencing with the year 
1786 and carried down to the last session, all ref to 
in or incorporated with some of the Acts in the first volume or other- 
wise cognate to the subject; and, secondly, a collection of statutory 
rules and orders. It is not — > see by what test the authors have 
thus discriminated the Public Health Acts proper from those which 
find their places in the second volume. There are many Acts in the 
first volume which have only a remote connection with public health, 
such as the Public Authorities Protection, 1893, and the Local 
Government (Determi: ation of Differences) Act, 1896; while many of 
those in the second volume—as, for instance, the Acts relating 
to baths and washhcuses, to the pollution of rivers, and to 
isolation hospitals—might fairly be considered to relate to 
public health. The result is that it is not easy to oy in 
which volume a particular Act will be found; but this ‘ect 
of arrangement (as we cannot help considering it) is to a large 
extent cured by the very excellent index. Many of the notes have 
been re-written, and some errors occurring in previous editions have 
been rectified ; the vast number of decisions in some sections (such as 
section 150 of the Public Health Act, 1875) has made it difficult to 
annotate them with clearness, and if the authors have occasionally 
left the reader to grapple with an undigested mass of more or less 
conflicting cases, we are not disposed to blame them. The ens 
fact is that the cases are there, and are up to date if the ‘‘ addenda” 
be included as part of the book; so large a work necessarily occupies 
a long time in passing through the press; but it is a little dis- 
appointing that some decisions of over a year’s standing are only to 
be found in the ‘‘ addenda.”” We should advise the possessors of the 
work to write in the addenda at the appropriate places in the text; 
having done this they will have a very complete work on the law 
of public health, one which is, in fact, indispensable to those whose 
business lies in that direction. 
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Sir Ralph Littler, K.O., writes to the Times to state that many of the 
admirers of the late Mr. Pope, K.C., have determined on a slight memorial 
of him, which it has been resolved shall take the shape of a handsome cu: 
to be presented to and placed in the custody of the Benchers of the M 
Temple, to which inn he belonged. It is difficult to reac 

> 


h 
live in such various and distant parts of the country, and you will afford a | y 


great service if you will give publicity to this note. Subscriptions are 
limited to a mazimum of one guinea and will be received by Mr. James 
Gully, hon.se , Palace-chambers, Westminster, or by Messrs. 


CORRESPONDENCE, 
COSTS OF WRITS ON A BILL OF EXCHANGE. 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—We suppose it is a matter of common knowledge, but by 


some chance has only recently come within our experience. We are 
eee oe et et ee 
for, say, £30, and ey gal signed in default of ce, 
soliciter is penalized in having to pay some of the disbursements 
consequent on the signing judgment out of his own pocket, 
apart altogether from getting no remuneration whatever for the 
services rendered attendant on the si of judgment. 

amare gia of a ea Ps a ent to the service 
of the writ, and prior @ expiry of eight days, the sum of £3 3s. 
is received for costes, If j t has to be signed, the sum of 
14s. 10d. is added for costs, as the disbursements always amount 
to 15s, 2d., as appears from the details at the foot hereof, there is 
an actual loss of 4d. to the solicitor over the transaction. 
Surely this calls for some remedy P 

The details referred to are : 


d. 

Commissioner’s fee on swearing affidavit... Coe ay 

Filing affidavit sits oes bee ee or 

Stamp on judgment...  s. — axe oa in Oa 

rrwne $< office copy judgment... ‘es sj 

Search for appearance eee ie aa meine o 
London, July 2. HI.& L. 





BUILDING SOCIETIES ACTS. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—It is proposed that a building society incorporated under the 
Act of 1874 should be dissolved under an instrument of dissolution, by 
which trustees would be appointed as provided by the Act. 
After such an instrument has been signed by the requisite 
majority, is the statutory receipt mentioned in section 42 still 
available to vest the property in mortgage to the society in the 
member paying off his m P 
The section says that the receipt must be under the seal of the 
society countersigned by the secretary or manager in the form 
specified in the schedule. The form states that the seal is affixed by 
order of the board of directors. 

The Dae er is whether the directors have power to order the seal 
to be ed after the instrument of disolution has been signed and 
the trustees appointed. 

There appears to be no in the Act vesting the powers of the 
directors in the trustees appointed by the instrument of dissolution. 

Has there been any decision on the subject ? . 
June 24, B. Y. & M. 
[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S.J.] 





INCOME TAX DEDUCTION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 
Sir,—We enclose copy of a letter to the Chief Accountant of the 
Bank of England, and of his reply, and shall be glad if you will 
insert the same in your next issue. Hewitt & URQUHART. 
150, Leadenhall-street, July 3. 
The following is the correspondence referred to : 
[Corx.] 
150, Leadenhall-street, London, E.0. 
lst July, 1902. 
To the Chief Accountant, Bank of England, E.O. 

Dear Sir,—We have to-day received a warrant for £—, being six months’ 
interest on $— Queensland Government £3 per cent. Inscribed Stock, less 
tax at 1s. 3d, 

The stock is held by our clients . . 
to us as their agents. 

As the interest accrued from day to day for the last six months. should 
not the deduction for income tax be at the rate of 1s. 2d. for the first three 
months and 1s. 3d. for the three months, as the extra penny in 


the £ only operates as from the 5th 
Apologizing for troubling you about so small a matter.—We are, yours 
fai * Hewrrr & Urnovnarr. 


Bank of madend, London, E.O. 


, the warrant being payable 


Messrs. Hewitt & Urquhart. 


dividends become due, 





& Oo, ( *s branch), who have kindly consented to open an account, 
Sir Ralph Li is acting as chairman of the committee. 


has accrued.—I am, dear sirs, yours * 
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Court of Appeal. 


Re SPIRITINE (LIM.). OWEN v. SPIRITINE (LIM). No. 2. 
18th June. 


Recerver—Securiry—Bonp or Limirep Oomprany. 


within a reasonable time from the death of the testator. The charity 
would have no right to revoke the trust for sale, or to authorize the 
trustees not duly or properly to carry out that trust. And we think that, 
in any case in which it was made clear that, a or tacit arrange. 
ment between trustees for sale and a charity, land was in fact being held 
unsold for an unreasonable time, it would be open to the Attorney. 
General to take action. It may be pointed out that the accounts 
rendered by the trustees of a charity to the Charity Commissioners, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Farwell, J. A receiver appointed pursuant to section 44 of the Charitable Trasts Amendment Act, 1855, 


in a debenture-holder’s action brought in by way of security a bond of 


ought to afford the means of ascertaining whether Jand is being so dealt 


; A Mis: Ae with. In the present case we have not to consider for how long it will be 
pag Bagot age nt tis egg ne yor yore reasonable for the trustees not to sell the land. That question is not 
pv hae Amy eal io get undes the power » A Railway before us. But it may well be that, after the expiration of this time 
P nt yo Act, 1897. Section 2, sub-section 2, of that Act | ®lzeady allowed by the court for the postponement of the sale, the trustees 


asp that the business of the company was to comprise, in addition to 
e 


will run considerable risk by postponing the sale, unless they obtain the 


r ~ n ti é eer : direction and authority of the court, not, indeed, under the provisions of 

f zamena prerer e og vee: ogy gh Ai god os section 5 of the Act of 1891, which have no application to the case, but 
-" person or persons by any on a default of any other person or | U2der the poem ar eager the Mtge 4 bg by my bay tay 4 add that 
persons.” It was stated that in 1899 North, J., had refused to accept such a the effect of our decision would seem to at in a case like the present 


bond as security for a receiver, and that although similar bonds had been 


the provisions of section 8 of the Act of 1891 have no application to the 


; land devised by the will unless the charity has money available to purchase 
accepted on many occasions there was a doubt whether they were not : - 2 
alte elves the 4 pany under their Act. Farwell, J., declined to accept land under the or presen of some other will. In the result we discharge 


the security. The plaintiffs in the action appealed. 


the order appealed from, and declare that the provisions of sections 5 and 


Tux Counr (Vavonax Wuitams, Romer, and Srietivc, L JJ.) allowed 6 of the Act of 1891 do not apply to the land devised by this will —Oounsz, 


the appeal. 


Buckmaster, K.C., and Martelli ; Leigh Clare. Soxtcrrors, Woodcock, Ryland, 


: : Parker, for Leonard Bottomley, Ashton-under-Lyne; Bower, Cotton, § 
Vaveran Witttams, L J.—We have come to the conclusion that this § ’ > ; ’ ’ 
bond ought to be accepted and that it does fall witbin section 2 of the Act Bower, for W. H. Vaudrey, Manchester. 


of 1897. It does not appear that the effect of the section was the reason 
for the objection to the bond by North, J. In my opinion there is 


{Reported by J. I. Srimuine, Esq , Barrister at-Law |} 


nothing, so far as the section is concerned, which makes the giving of this | Ze A DEBTOR. Fz parte THE JUDGMENT CREDITOR (No. 407 of 1902), 
bond beyond the scope of the authority of the company.—Counstt, J. @. No. 2. 6th, 10th, and 20th June. 


Wood, Soxicrtors, Faithfull § Owen. 
[Reported by J. I. Srya11Na, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SIDEBOTTOM. BEELEY v. SIDEBOTTOM. No. 2. 
28th May; 20th June, 


Bankruptcy Norice—JvupGMent Orgpitor—SgizvurE ny SHERIFF UNDER 
Fr. Fa.—Wirsprawal or SHERIFF WITHOUT Retugn to THE Writ— 
Vauipiry or Bankruptcy Norice. 


This was an appeal from an order of Mr. Registrar Brougham, setting 


, | aside with costs a bankruptcy notice. The facts were as follows: The 
Se ee Co ee oe ee creditor obtained a judgment aga‘nst the debtor in January, 1902, and on 


Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 73), ss 3, 5, 6 


the 11th of February lodged a fi. fa. with the sheriff. The sheriff seized 
certain goods at the house where the debtor lived with his wife, but three 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. Mr. A. K. Sidebottom, | days after the seizure the wife’s solicitors gave notice by letter that ths 
by his will dated the 9th of May, 1898, gave real estate upon trust for sale | lease of the hou-e was in the wife’s name, and that she claimed most of the 
and directed that the proceeds should be handed over to the Ashton | furniture as her ab:olute property, while the remainder was vested in the 

The testator died in 1899. The executor sold a portion of | trustees of her marriage settlement, one of whom was a member of the firm 
the real estate, but a large portion of it remained unsold when the time | of solicitors. The creditor thereupon directed the sheriff to withdraw, 
—one year from the death of the testator—allowed by section 5 of the | which he did on tre 18th of February, and the creditor immediately there- 
Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891, was about to expire. Under | upon issued the bankruptcy notice. The debtor applied to set it aside on 


orders of the court the time for sale was extended to the 26th of March, 


the grouad that it was iesued in bad faith. The registrar held that this 


1902: see Re Sidebottom, Beeley v. Sidebottom (1901, 2 Ch. 1). The | had not been made out, but asked whether a retura to the writ of ji. fa. 
question was now raised whether, inasmuch as the subject-matter of the | had been made; and it appearing that no return had been made, he set 
was personal estate arising from land, and so within the exception | aside the bankruptcy notice on the authority of an unreported case of Re 
the definition of land contained in section 3 of the Mortmain and | Cochrane, decided by the Court of Appeal on the 9th of March, 1900. The 
Charitable Uses Act, 1891, section 5 of the Act was applicable, and | judgment creditor appealed, Cur. adv. vult. 


whether it was not competent for the executors to retain the land 


June 20.—Tue Court (VavucHan Whitutams, Romer, and Sriewine, 


unsold without obtaining the leave of the court. Upon an originating | L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 


summons being issued by the trustees of the infirmary Buckley, J., 
made an order declaring that sections 5 and 6 of the Act applied, and 
he further extended the time for sale of the real estate six months with 
a view to an appeal. The trustees of the infirmary appealed. 
Tae Court (VavcHan Wiitiams, Romer, and Sriritne, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 
Romer, L.J., zead the judgment of the court as follows : In this case 
land was assured by will to trustees, upon a valid and effective trust for 
sale, and under the will tne charity took no interest, exceptin the proceeds 
of sale. It is not a case in which, according to the true construction of the 
will, land, or any ‘‘ tenements and hereditaments, corporeal or incorporeal, 
of any tenure,’’ was given directly to the charity, or to trustees upon trust 
for the charity. And so far as concerns any rents or profits derived from 
the lard before eale, they would only pass by implication to the charity, 
as mixed with, and so as to be inseparable from, the procecds of sale when 
the land was in fact sold. Under these circumstances, having regard to 
section 3 of the Act of 1891, and to the object and intention of the 
Legislature as gathered from that Act asa whole, we have come to the 
conclusion that this is not a case in which land has been “‘ assured by will 
to or for the benefit of any charitable use,”’ within the meaning of those 
words, as used in eection 5 of the Act, and accordingly that sections 5 and 
6 of the Act have no application. No doubt by this will ‘‘land’’ was 
** assored,”’ and under the will the charity derived a‘ benefit’’ But b 
this will the charity obtained no benefit, except a benefit in the ‘‘ person 
estate arising from the land” after the testator had affected the 
with an effective truet for sale. This being so, in our 
(as already stated), land, within the definition of section 
the Act, was not, as land, assured by will to or for the 
benefit of any charitable use. At the same time we desire to make it 
clear that this decision does not make it easy or possible for a charity to 
escape from the object of the Mortmain and Oharitable Uses Act, 1888, 
the Act of 1891, co far as that object was directed to prevent 
g land. In the present case, for example, in the events 
which have as, the charity is alone interested in the proceeds of 
sale when the is sold. But that fact will not justify the trustees, 
even by the direction or with the consent of the charity, in indefinitely 
the sale, and holding the land simply for the benefit of the 
. The trustees are bound to carry out the trust for sale 


E 


t 


VaucHan Wiss, L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, said : 
The question is whether a bankruptcy notice ought to be set aside cn the 
ground that at the time of the service of the noticea writ of fi. fa. had 
been delivered to the rheriff and seizure made thereunder, and no return 
had been made by the sheriff. Miller v. Parnell (6 Taunt. 370) is a plain 
authority for the proposition that if a judgment creditor causes the 
sheriff to execute his ji. fa. by seizure he cannot have a writ of ca sa. till 
the fi. fa. is completely executed and returned, even though the execution 
creditor abandons the seizure. Miller v. Parnell was recognized as good 
law in Chapman v. Bowlby (8 M. & W. 249) and Andrews v. Saunderson (5 
W. R. 317, 1 H. & N. 725), butit isto be observed that in Peploe v. Galliers 
(4 Moo, 163) the Court of Common Pieas held a plea bad because it 
merely stated that the sheriff seized the goods and took them in execution, 
and did not proceed to state that he had returned the writ. The case 
certainly seems to assume that there may be a recond writ if the goods 
seized under the first writ had been restored to the judgment debtor. 
It cannot, however, be taken to overrule Miller v. Parnell, which was acted 
on in Andrews v. Saunderson and many other cases since Peploe v. Galliers, nor 
does the authority of Miller v. Parnell seem to us impaired by the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in Lee v. Dangar (40 W. R. 469; 1892, 2 Q. B. 337). 
Although, however, we have thought it right, having regard to the argu- 
ment before us, to make these observations on the authority of J/iller v. 
Parnell, we do not think, on the facts of this case, that it has any applica- 
tion. It seems to us, on the evidence, that no goods of the debtor were 
seized, and that knowing the claim of the trustees of the marrisge settle- 
ment and of his wife, he deliberately allowed the exeaution creditor to 
withdraw the execution and seizure and restore these goods to the 
claimant. Miller v. Parnell, in our judgment, only applies where there has 
ben a seizure of of the judgment debtor, and has no application if 
the seizure is of the goods of a stranger. If the seizure is of goods which 
the sheriff is directed to eeize under the ji. fa , the sheriff, if an action of 
trespass were brought for the seizure, would require the return to 
the writ to enable to justify under the fi fa, (Hodgkinson v. Whalley, 
2 Or. & J. 86), and in Andrews v. Saunderson Pollock, O.B., points 
out that on the question whether a second writ of execution can issue 


without a return to the first, the test is not whether there was a sub- 
stantive levy, but whether anything has been done which renders the 
existence of the writ necessary for the justification of the sheriff. It 
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follows that the —_—a of Miller vy. Parnell will not make the issue of a 
second writ of 7. fa. illegal or irre r in a case where goods other than 
those of the debtor have been seized, for neither the writ nor anything 
which the sheriff purports to do under it can justify him if he has seized 
the goods of a stranger. In our judgment the eeizure by the sheriff of the 

of a stranger not only does not make the issue of a fresh writ, say, 
in another county, wrong, but also does not in any way interfere with 
the seizure by the sheriff under the existing writ of f. fa. of any goods 
in his bailiwick which are the goods of the defendant. The seizure of the 
goods of a stranger may, of course, prevent the issue of a fresh writ or 
further proceedings where the sheriff interpleads, because in such a care 
there is either an express stay by the interpleader order or an implied stay 
by the pendency of the summons. In our judgment the judgment 
creditor had a right to serve the bankruptcy notice, for there was no stay, 
express or implied, and the sheriff had not realized anything by the seizure 
po sale of the debtor’s goods, for which he was bound to account or 
make a deduction from the judgment debt mentioned in the bank- 
ruptcy notice, nor was he nor had he ever been in possession of the 
debtor’s goods.—Counsren, H. Reed, K.C., and Bartley Denniss; Muir 
Mackenzie. Soxticrrors, J. Westcott; G. Twynam. 

{Reported by H. W. Law, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


JARRAH TIMBER AND WOOD PAVING CORPORATION (LIM.) v. 
SAMUEL. Kekewich, J. 11th and 18th June. 


Mortcace—Repemption Action—Mortcaces’s OprTion To PvurRcHASE 
Mortcace Security at Fixep Prick Wiretw Derintrze True—Cioc on 
Equity oF REDEMPTION. 


This was a redemption action, in which a question was raised whether a 
certain stipulation in the mortgage of certain debenture stock (i.¢., that the 
mortgagee should have the option to purchase the stock at a given price 
within twelve months of the date of the mortgage) was void as against the 
mortgagors, as being a clog on the equity of redemption, In the month 
of June, 1901, the defendant offered to advance to the plaintiffs the sum 
of £5,000 upon the terms of a letter dated the 11th of June, 1901, from the 
defendant to the plaintiffs. So far as material the letter read as follows: 
“With reference to various conversations I have recently had with Mr. 
H. Bateman, one of your directors, who is, I understand, authorized to 
negotiate a Joan to your company upon the security of £30,000 on 
its first mortgage debenture stock, I request that you will be good 
enough to inform your board that I am willing to advance the 
company at 6 per cent. per annum the sum of £5,000 sterling 
forthwith against transfer to me of such stock as collateral security, 
subject to your directors electing my nominee upon the board, to my 
having the option to purchase the whole or any part of such stock at 
40 per cent. at any time within twelve months, and in the event of the 
company at any time hereafter electing to raise any further capital, or to 
sell its undertaking by way of amalgamation or in any other manner for 
share or stocks in another company, to my having the refusal of under- 
writing, by way of guarantecing the taking up of such new capital, shares 
or stock at a commission of 10 per cent. thereon. The advances to be- 
come due and payable at thirty days’ notice on either side.’”’ On the 14th 
of June, 1901, the secretary to the plaintiff company wrote to the defend- 
ant accepting his offer, and the certificate for the £30,000 first mortgage 
debenture stcck was handed to the defendant in exchange for the £5,000. 
On the 27th of February last the plaintiffs were desirous and offered to 
poy off the mortgage immediately, together with interest for thirty days 
in lieu of notice, but the defendant insisted that due notice should be 
given, and upon the same day the defendant gave notice to the plain- 
tiffs of his intention to exercise his option to purchase the stock. The 
plaintiffs thereupon commenced this action, asking for a declaration that 
the option was void, and that they were entitled to redeem upon payment 
of £5,000 with interest at 6 per cent. per annum and thirty days’ interest 
at the Jike rate in lieu of notice and costs, or alternatively to redeem the 
said debenture stock upon giving thirty days’ notice. The defendants, by 
way of counterclaim, asked for specific performance of the option to pur- 
hase. For the plaintiffs it was argued that the mortgagees were at 
liberty to redeem at any time upon giving thirty days’ notice, and that if 
the mortgagors preferred to redeem immediately they were entitled to do 
+e gap pay ing a days’ terest ge of notice. They further contended 
that a ttipulation in a mortgage, which prevents a mortgagor, n : 
ing off tLe mortgage debt, from receiving back the iine yavien 
as they were at the time the mortgage was created, was void as clogging the 
equity of redemption, and that the mortgagors were entitled to redeem 
notwithstanding the fact that the mortgagee had given notice of his 
intention to exercise his option to ———* and they relied upon the case 
of Noakes vy. Rice (50 W. R. 305; 1902, A. O. 24). For the defendant it 
was argued that the option to purchase was a teral bargain, such as 
Was recognized in Noakes v. Rice (ubi supra) to be good, and that the present 
case did not fall within the decisions de: with a clog on the equity of 
redemption, all of which cases were founded upon the default of the mort- 
gagor, as there was no question of default in the t case; and they 
further contended that no notice to pay off ova be given after the 
mortgagee had given notice of his intention to exercise the option. 


Kexewicn, J., said that the question was whether a stipula- 


in the contract contained in the letter of the 11th of June, 1901. was 

& clog on the plaintiffs’ equity of redemption under the contract and 
, a8 follows: The defendant 

to secure the - 
debenture stock. e 


therefore void. The transaction was, sho 
advanced £5,000 to the plaintiffs, and they 
ment with interest by the transfer of £30, 





defendant stipulated, first, that a nominee of his should join the 
plaintiffs’ board ; x he should have the of 
purchasing the whole or any part of the debenture stock at 40 
Sis onane ot ae plaintiff , mndetaking, being ilopooed ah ‘hould 
the event of the 8 fs) 
be entitled to underwrite new capital “4 a@ fixed commission. 
His lordship was not concerned with the first or third of these 
stipulations, the question entirely on the second. Was that 
a clog on the equity of redemption? It might be that the contract meant 
that the option of purchase should not be exercisable after repayment of 
principal and interest. It the contract meant that, the case would be 
brought within the doctrine laid down by Buckley, J , in Lisle v. Reeve (50 
W. k. 231; 1902, 1 Ch. 67), but, in the first place, he did not himself think 
that that was the true meaning of the contract, and, secondly, having 
regard to what was said by the Court of Appeal in the same case, 
J.’s, decision could not be regarded as sound. [For that his | 
relied on the judgments of the Court of Appeal, and comments of his own 
would be impertinent. As regards the meaning of the contract he need 
only say that there was not a word in it indicating that the option of 
purchase was not intended to be exercisable at any time within twelve 
months, whatever happened in the interval, and he could not see that the 
nature of the contract itself in anywise precluded the literal construction. 
The defendant insisted upon this view of the contract, and his lordship 
thought he was right. The question was whether the law allowed it. 
Taking that to be the meaning of the contract, in his opinion the stipula- 
tion that the defendant should for twelve months have an option to purchase 
the mortgaged stock at a certain price was a clog or fetter on the plaintiffs’ 
right to redeem. Other cases bad been ref to, but it was better to be 
content with the recent case of Noakes v. Rice (50 W. R. 305 ; 1902, A. O. 24), 
becauee it was a decision of the House of Lords, and the doctrine here sought 
to be epplied was there stated in a manner which could leave no 
room for misunderstanding. It would be to quote the language of 
more than one learned lord who took part in the decision in order to shew 
what the test was to be applied here, but he would take one passage only 
of Lord Davey, who (on p 34) said: “The principle is this—that a 
mortgage must not be converted into something else ; and when you once 
come to a conclusion that a stipulation for the benefit of a mortgagee is 
part of the mortgage transaction, it is but = of his security, anda 
necersarily comes to an end on the payment off of the loan.’’ It was really 
not arguable that the a in question was not part of the mortgage 
transaction and part of the —-. It was so expressed upon the face 
of the contract, in which the defendant expressed his willingness to advance 
the money subject to, amongst other things, his having this option to 
purchase, and of course it was for the benefit of the mortgagee. Therefore, 
to use Lord Davey’s phrace, it necessarily came to ap end upon payment 
off of the loan. There was nothing to prevent the plaintiffs from giving 
the thirty days’ notice immediately after the advance ; in other words, they 


might by their act have determined the loan at the expiration of a month, 
re yet, according to the ageme bargain, the defendant ht for eleven 
months from that time have the right to prevent the tiffs from 


dealing with the debenture stock, because he had during that period the 
right to say that if he pleased he would purchase at a fixed . Thus 
regarded, it was rather an extra t instance of a clog or on the 
right to redeem, inasmuch as it interfered with the very property which 
was made the security for the loan. In this respect the transaction bore a 
close resemblance to that in Noakes v. Rice (ubi supra), where the 
sought to impose a tie on a public-house after redemption. The plain 
would therefore have a declaration that the stipulation giving the defendant 
the option to purchare at any time within twelve months was void, and 
that they were entitled to redeem and have the stock transferred as po 
should direct on payment of whatever was due for principal, interest, 
costs, with consequent relief.—Counsgt, Warrington, K.0., and E. W. 
Martelli ; P. O. Lawrence, K.0., and J. W. Manning. Soutcrrors, H. P. 
Becher ; Dale, Newman, $ Hood. 

| Reported by C. B. Camm, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


CURZON v. RICHARDS. Buckley, J. 2ist Jane. 


Practice —Jorst Licensers—Action Acatnst Ons—Insunetion—Ricuts 
or Oruer Licensge SAFEGUARDED, 


Motion for judgment. The statement of claim filed by the plaintiff 
stated that the plaintiff by an agreement in October, 1901, had agreed to 
grant to the detendant and one Yardley, in consideration of a certain sum, 
the exclusive right over a certain area to perform a play entitled ** In the 
Soup.” In addition to the fixed sum payable the licensees were to pay a 
pere ntage on the receipts from the performances. And if the above pay- 
ments were not made within a certain time the rights of the licensees were, 
after seven days’ notice, to cease. The statement of claim further stated 
that the plaintiff had given the above notice, and that the rights of the 
defendant es ote hstanding ae to ae perform the play. The 

efendant notwit con . 

laintiff brought this action for an injunction to restrain the defendant 

m performing the play and for an account of the receipts derived from 
the performance thereof under the said licence. The defendant did not 
appear, and the — having filed his statement of claim as above 
mentioned, now asked for judgment. In answer toa from his 
lordship, counsel eaid that to amend the writ and make the other licensee 
a party to the action would involve considerable delay, and he asked for 
immediate judgment against the defendant. 

Buoxxzy, J., said that to tan injunction as asked for against the 
defendant might affect the of the other licensee, who was not a party 
to the action, to perform the 
| perform it jointly. He would only grant the injunction with the addition 


fav) 
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words “‘ without prejudice to the right (if any) of Yardley to per- 
the play either alone or jointly with the defendant hards.”’ 
unction granted accordingly.—Counsen, F. H. Maugham. Sottcrrors, 
tkinson, Howlett, & Wilkinson. 
[Reported by Nevittz Tzssutt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


PERCIVAL v. WRIGHT. Swinfen Eady, J. 23rd June. 


Dimecrors or a Company—Finvorary Rexation to Inprvipvat SHARE- 
HOLDERS—PvuRCHASE OF SHARES BY DrrEcToR FROM SHAREHOLDER. 


The plaintiff in this case, after obtaining expert advice as to the value of 
certain shares, offered them at a certain price to directors of the company, 
and the offer was . The plaintiff now sought to get the sale set 
aside on the ground that at the time of the sale negotiations had been 
entered into by the directors for a sale of the company’s undertaking, that 
the directors were aware that a price was obtainable for the undertaking 
which would make the value of the shares greater than that which they 
had paid, and that they were bound to, and did not, impart this knowledge 
to the vendor shareholder. 

Swrrren Eavy, J., found as a fact that no firm offer to purchase the 
undertaking, at the price alleged to have been offered, had been made ; and 
he held that directors purchasing shares from members of their company 
were not under an obligation to disclose to them all the circumstances 
within their knowledge which affected the value of such shares.—OounsEL, 
Hee, K C., and Vaughan Hawkins ; Maenaghten, K.C., and Romer. Soxicrroxs, 
Byre, Dowling, ¢ Co. ; Ince, Colt, ¢ Ince. 

[Reported by Goprrsy BR. Benson, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


BAXENDALE ». NORTH LAMBETH LIBERAL AND RADICAL CLUB. 
Swinfen Eady, J. 24th June. 


Riegut op Way—Exrent or User Contemriatep sy Grant or RicuT oF 
Way—Licenszes or THe GRANTEE. 


The defendant club had acquired under a lease, and had erected its 
buildings upon, land formerly used for a garden and stables in connection 
with an adjoining private house, which was also acquired by the defendant 
club, but subject to an underlease. The defendant club claimed a right of 
way over a ¥ gear which passed by an archway under a house vested in 
the plaintiff, and which led as well to the club premires as to a yard 
and workshops also the property of the plaintiff. The soil of the passage 
was vested in the plaintiff. The passage had been used by the predecessor 
in title of the plaintiff club solely as an entrance to the stables also 
mentioned ; it was now, however, used as the main entrance to the club, 
both for its members, who were numerous, and for tradesmen, whose 
vans occasionally delivered goods through the passage. Evidence was given 


to shew that the user of the right of way for the Pan oe of 


the club caused greater inconvenience to the tenants of the servient 
tenement than was occasioned by the former user of it. It was contended 
for the plaintiff that the right of way ought to be taken as restricted in 
its extent by the user to which it was likely to be put at the time when it 
was granted. It was contended also that as the grant of the right of way 
did not expressly extend to the licensees of the grantee, it could not be 
taken as authorizing the passage of an unlimited number of members of and 
visitors to the club. Other questions of law were raised, but not decided, 
in the action. There was no evidence that the club was conducted in any 
disorderly manner, or that any inconvenience arose to the plaintiff’s 
ora than that occasioned by the large number of persons going 

Swirvren Eapy, J., held that the right of way extended to any purpose 
for which the land and the buildings upon it might lawfully be used, 
which in this case included the purpose of a workmen’s club. He held, 
further, that the grant of a right of way to premises which might be law- 
fully used as a workmen’s club extended to all persons lawfully going to 
and from the club, and included the members of the club, associates, 
visitors, tradespeople, and servants.—Covunset, Eve, K.O., and B. J. 
Leverson; Vernon Smith, K.C., and W. Howland Jackson, Soxicrrors, 
Upton, Atkey, & Co. ; Chalton Hubbard. 


{Beported by Goprazy RB. Bexsoyx, Esq., Barrist:r-at-Law. | 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


BROADFOOT v. BROADFOOT. Jeune, P. 24th and 30th June. 
JupiciaL SzPaRation —Petrrion—Pxactice, 


This was the petition of Helen Broadfoot, née Davidson, for a decree of 
udicial separation a t James Douglas Broadfoot, on the ground of his 
alleged cruelty. When the case was called on counsel for i. yotitoner 
said that he bad agreed with the respondent’s counsel that the case should 
by putting the petition into the petitioner’s hand and asking 
tions were true. This was merely a case of judicial 
this course was not without precedent. If any corrobora- 

he would put in a letter written by the res 


be some corroboration of the petitioner’s story, and he granted a decree of 
judicial separation with costs aud gave the petitioner the custody of ths 
children.—OounszL, Bargrave Deane, K.0., and Priestley ; Tindal Atkinson, 
K.0., and Barnard. Soxtcrrons, Hollams, Son, Coward, § Hawksley; 
Murray, Hutchins, $ Co. 


[Reported by Gwrxnz Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


In the Goods of MATTHEW THOMAS BLADEN FURNESS AND MARY 
WOODIWIS FURNESS (PRESUMED DECEASED). Jeune, P, 
30th June. 

Propate—Lzave to Swear Dears. 


These were two motions for leave to swear the death of Matthew and 
Mary Furness, brother and sister, under the following circumstances: It 
appeared that Mr. and Miss Furness were the children of the late Mr, 

Furness, of Roundwood House, Willesden. On the 7th of May 
last Mr. and Miss Farness went with their mother to Dublin. From 
there they went to Killarney to do the tour of the lakes. It 
would seem that on the 18th of May last Mrs. Furness and he 
two children with a party of six others took a boat to go across 
the lower lake, and on the passage across a storm swept down and 
capsized the boat, throwing the occupants into the water. The body of 
Mra. Furness had been recovered, but those of her son and daughter were 
stil) missing though there really could be no doubt that they were 
drowned. 

Jecns, P., said that, subject to corroborative affidavits from a member 
of the family and as to the estate and insurance of the parties whose death 
it was desired to swear, leave would be given for on or since the 18th of 
May, 1902.—CounszL, J. M. Stone. Soxicrrors, Stone, Morris, § Stone. 


[Reported by Gwrxnz Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
PASQUIER v. NEALE. Div. Court, 25th June. 


Licenstinc Acrs—Sarz or Wing at Piace Nor Avurnorizep sy Licence— 
Restavrant—Waiter Sent Ovt to Ferco Wine—PRropRieror or 
Restaurant Part Proprietor or Licensep Wine SHorp—APrPRopPxiation 
or Goons Soup —Conviction—Licensine Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vicr. o. 94), 
8. 3. 


A from a decision of Mr. Denman, the police magistrate sitting 
at Iborough-street, who had convicted and fined the appellant, a 
restaurant keeper in Soho, for selling intoxicating liquors without a 
licence. The trate stated a case for the opinion of the High Court, 
which set out that an information was preferred by one Neale, an officer 
of the Inland Revenue, against Alphonse Pasquier, the appellant, for 
having sold half-a-pint of wine by retail without having a proper licence 
in force authorizing him to do so. The magistrate convicted the 
appellant and fined him £3 103. and 2s. costs. The appellant was & 

roprietor of a restaurant at 16, Gerrard-street, Soho, the premises not 
ar licensed for the sale of intoxicating liquors. The E> also 
carried on the business of a wine dealer in partnership with Paul Durand 
at 2, Dansey-yard, Soho, in respect of which premises Durand held s 
licence as a dealer in eg = ihe under section 2 of 6 Geo. 4, c. 8L 
On the 10th of December, 1901, one Finnigan, an officer of the Inland 
Revenue, entered the restaurant at 16, Gerrard-street and ordered a meal. 
A waiter showed him a list of wines with the prices marked t them, 
and from be na Finnigan selected » he pint _— of claret at Is. = = 
waiter asked to for wine Finnigan accordingly e 
him 1s, 6d. The waiter ee left Gerrard: street and p to 
2, Dansey-yard, and there purchased a pint bottle of claret, for 
which he paid, though there was no evidence of the price he paid. 
He then returned with the pint bottle of claret, which he served to 
Finnigan, who consumed it. On these facts the magistrate held that 
there had been a sale of the wine to Finnigan by the appellant’s servant at 
16, Gerrard-street, and he accordingly convicted the appellant as above 
stated. The question for the of the court was whether there was 
evidence upon which the was justified in fin that there 
was @ sale of wine'to Finnigan at 16, Gerrard-street, or whether, 4s was 
contended by the appellant, he was bound as a matter of law to hold that 
the sale took place at Dansey-yard. Counsel for the appellant said it was 
the everyday practice for restaurants which had no licence to send round 
the corner for wine for their customers. The money was paid first by the 
customer to the man who went to fetch the beer or wine, and the practice was 
based on the theory that the waiter who received the money in advance and 
fetched the beer or wine did so as agent for the customer, The moment 
Finnigan was asked by the waiter for the money he knew that the wine was 
not supplied on the premises. He must have known, therefore, that the 
waiter was to fetch the wine from somewhére else. He suggested 

ro 
but the 
real question upon which the conviction must stand or fall was whether in 
law the sale Wek fase * the eae . or wolleetoel votes oe 
propriation was aneey-yard, therefore the sale 
there? Pletts fie | 197, Pletts v. Campbell (1895, 2 
Q. B. 899, 63 J. P. 230). For the Orowa it 
was submitted that this was a perfectly clear case, and that there being 
evidence upon which the trate could find that there was a sale at 
Gerrard -street the conviction must stand. [He was stopped. ] 

Tuz Covet dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atvenstonz, 1.0.J., said here the magistrate had drawn # 
| inference of fact from the evidence which was not in dispute of what hed 
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taken place. The only question they had to decide was whether on the 
evidence he was justified in law in coming to the conclusion that the sale 
took place to the customer on ha Piss premises. It was impossible to 
say that the magistrate was not entitled to draw inferences of fact, and 
there was no reason for saying that there was not evidence upon which the 
magistrate might come to the conclusion he did. In his judgment the 
appeal must be dismissed. 

ARLING and OxANNELL, JJ., concurred, and the appeal was dismissed 
with costs.—OounsEL, Horace Avory, K.0., and Woodcock ; Sir E. H. Carson, 
8.G., and S. 4A. 7. Rowlatt. Soxicrrors, Watkins, Baylis, § Childson ; The 
Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Exsxixz Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


BROWN, BROUGH, & CO. v. NATIONAL BANK OF INDIA, Com. Court. 
6th and 17th June. 


Bux or Excnance—Sroten Drarr—Forcrep Enporsement—Sramp Act, 
1853 —Brius or Excuanee Act, 1882. 


The plaintiffs supplied goods to a firm of Taylor & Co., in Madras, and 
the latter in payment thereof remitted a draft payable on demand to the 
order of the plaintiffs in London for the sum of £391 2s. 9d. The draft 
was drawn by the National Bank of India —Madras branch —upon their head 
office in London. The draft was in the form of a first and second draft of 
exchange, both of which were sent to the plaintiffe. The first was stolen, 
the plaintiffs’ endorsement forged on it, and presentation made at the head 
office, where payment was made in good faith and in the ordinary course of 
business. The plaintiffs not having received the first duly presented the 
second of exchange, whereon payment was refused. This was an action to 
recover the amount of the said draft. It was admitted that at common law 
there was no defence. It was contended for the tiffs that the case was 
covered by that of Gordon v. London, City, an® Midland Bank (1902, 1 K. B. 
242) and that drafts in this form were not bills of exchange, and that 
therefore section 60 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, did not protect the 
bank since the draft in question was similar to those set out in Gordon's 
case in Class ITI. (at p. 256). It was further contended that section 19 of 
the Stamp Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 59), could not protect the defendant 
by reason of the decision of the Court of Appeal in the above-mentioned 
caso. For the defendant it was urged (1) that Gordon’s case did not cover 
the present care as the former did not deal with the grounds of defence 
raised in the latter ; (2) that by section 5 (ii.) of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882, the draft might be considered as a promissory note, in which 
cace section 60 would protect the bank, as that section applied to 
promissory notes; (3) that section 19 of the Stamp Act wo pF mwa 

those 


the defendant. That section referred to ‘drafts or orders,”’ 
words would cover the draft in question. 

Bicuam, J., in giving a reserved judgment, said that the effect of section 
19 of the Stamp Act, 1853 (the first statutory defence set up), was to 
protect bankers who paid ‘‘ drafts or orders ’’ under circumstances similar 
to those in the present case; and in an: to the plaintiffs’ contention 
that the draft in question was not a vithin the meaning of that 
section, since it was drawn by one branuu .. she bank — another, he 
was of opinion that it was a draft or order to pay money in the ordinary 
commercial sense, and that a statute ought to be construed with reference 
to the common understanding of those whom it affected. If this were so, 
then the section would have protected the bank. As to section 60 of the 
Bills of Exchange Act, 1882 (the second statutory defence), it was similar 
be om 19 of the Stamp Act, but in the former the word ‘‘ bill’’ was 
substituted for ‘‘draft or order,’’ and a “ bill,’’ even in that Act, he was 
not sure ht not be drawn by a person carrying on business in one place 
upon himself carrying on business in another. Section 5 (ii) pointed to 
such an instrument being a ‘‘ bill.’’ This instrument might be treated, in 
his opinion, as a bill, or, if not that, as a promissory note thereby affording 
the protection of section 60. But for authority both the statutory defences 
in the present case he thought were good; bankers ought to be protected 
in the payment of such instruments as those under consideration. The 
decision, however, of Gordon v. London, City, and Midland Bank must be 
taken to apply to the defences raised in the present case, and that therefore 
the plaintiffs were entitled to judgment.—CounssL, Hamilton, K.O., and 
Hollams ; Cohen, K.C., and Boydell Houghton. So.icrrons, Hollams, Sons, 
Coward, $ Hawksley ; Sanderson, Adkin, Lee, § Eddis. 

[Reported by W. T. Turnror, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ) 


BUDD-SCOTT », DANIEL, Div. Court. 28th June. 


LanpLonp AND Trenant—~—Leasz—“ Acrez To Ler’’—Impiiep Covenant 
For Quiet ENJOYMENT. 


Appeal from Judge Martineau, sitting at the Brighton County Court. 
The question raised was whether in a lease an implied covenant for 
quiet enjoyment is imported by the use of the words “‘ let’’ or “agree to 
let.’ The action was brought for dilapidations under an ent to 
let a furnished house for one year. The defendant counterclaimed under 
the same agreement for damages for breach of a covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment. The jud ve judgment for the plaintiff on the claim and counter- 
claim. The defendant appealed from so much of the judgment as related 
tothe counterclaim. The disturbance complained of by the defendant was 


that the plaintiff, by using pressure, got the defendant to go out of the | had 


found that under 


house while it was being painted. The jad pressure 
to the pain’ being done, 


from the plaintiff the defendant consen 
oy weeks = which the defendant aed as — an im ; covenant 
or quiet enjoyment were ‘‘ agrees to let.’’ C) udge, on the 
authority of Baynes v. Lloyd (1895, 2 Q. B. 610), held that these words did 
not raise an covenant for quiet enjoyment. The follo 


expressions to which the 
hand it was said that the implied covenant for quiet enjoyment did not 


v. Cartwright (1 W. BR. 415, 8 Ex. 913), Hall v. City of London Brewery 


(2 B. & 8. 737), Robinson v, Kilvert (37 W. RB. 545, 41 Oh. D. 88), and Penfold 
v. Abbott (11 W. R. 169, 32 L. J Q. B. 67), For the 1 

v. Reynolds (3 ©. B. 194), Platt on Covenants, p. 46; Manchester, Sheffield, 
and Lincolnshire Raslway v. Anderson (1898, 2 Oh. 394), and Baynes v. 


L were cited. 


it Messent 


Covrt (Lord Atverstons, O.J., and Darume and Onannzx1, JJ.) 


allowed the appeal. 


Lord Atverstong, 0.J., in udgment, said that there were certain 
“ f in Soden ular meaning. On the other 
use of the word “ demise,”’ but on the existence of 


solely on the 


RQ 
gr 
Ese 


agree 

said that the weight of authority was in favour 
covenant for quiet enjoyment was 
But the weight of authority was not 
v. Stephenson (5 Bing. N. O. 183) wa 
the contract of eS 
Bandy v. Cartwright proceeded on 
landlord and tenant created this obligation, 
in Hall v. Oty Sane Roey e e 
letting for a year involved a mf 


mise 
out. Baynes v. Lloyd on & 


g 


5 

= 
af 
hen 


: 


t case 


: 


down 


e 
: 
ze 
tet 
a] 


en rent point, 
not be treated as binding in this case. The cases ee oe 
that the implied covenant depended on the relation of 

and not on the use of the word *‘ demise,” and, therefore, their j 
should be in favour of the defendant. 


Dazuina, J., agreed. 
, J-, delivered a judgment to the same effect as that of 
Lord Chief Justice, A allowed with costs.—OounseL, &. 
Humphreys ; Herbert Jacobs. Soxscrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for 
Champion, Sons, ¢ Hart, Brighton; Biggs-Roche, Sawyer, ¢ Co., for 
Buckwell § Berkeley, Brighton. 

(Reported by E. G. Srituwar., Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


REX v, OWEN AND ROBERTSON. Div. Court. 24th June. 
Worxkmen’s OomPensation—APPLICATION FOR ARBITRATION—JURISDICTION 

—Meaninc or Worp “ oT ’’—WorkMmEN’s CoMPENSATION Act, 

1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), Scuevux IL. (9). 

In this case a rule had been obtained calling upon the judge of the 
Newport Oounty Court to shew cause why he should not hear an applica- 
tion for arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
This application raised a question as to the meaning of “district” 
in Schedule II. (9) of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
The workman was injured while at work on a wharf on the River 
Usk, which was within the 
Court. The respondent was 


° 


l 


yi 


ba 
QR 


a 
Glasgow and neither residing nor on in or 
Wales. Schedule IT. ee eS “any matter a 


which the accident . . . occurred. 
was contended that “‘ district’? in the Act means district within the juris- 


diction of the —T co 

the jurisdiction of the judge of the Newport County Oourt. The county 
— judge decided in favour of the t refused to hear the 
arbitration. 


Tae Oover (Lord Atvserstone, 0.J., and Dariine and Onannet, JJ.) 

mid A ae ome OL in giving judgment, said the Act applied to all 
LVERSTO: Je ap 

nited Kingdom. and be made 


all em: were meant to 
pS dy age h this was a casus 


. (14), (15), and (16) 


‘* district’? meant ‘‘ county court district’ only, there would 
Gsfinition of Sn mneing S Cees eee SS Ae an 
es here resided in t districts within the ambit 
arliament, and that being so, the provisions as to service, &c. 
juriediction 


Dax Na, ie 

Cuanna 1, J., in giving judgment, said : 

word ; it was the area over 
urisdiction. 


4 
d 
: 


letter, and it was a mere oversight that it was ‘ 
for. Rule made absolute.—Oounset, Lush, K.C., : 
K.0., and Parsons; Bonsey, Soxtcrrons, Botierell ¢ Roche, for Fi 
Roche, Oardiff ; Helder, Roberts, ¢ Co., for Frank Lewis, Newport ; 





authorities were cited on behalf of the ap; : Hart v. Windsor £ 
M. & W. 68), Mostyn v. West, §c., Co: (24 W. BR. 401, 1 0. P. D. 145) 





to 
[Reported by B, G. Sr1tuvauL, Beq , Barrister-at-Law.| 








































618 ae eee THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





July 5) 1902, 








HUNTER v. THE KING. Phillimore, J. 18th June. 


Revenve—Income Tax—Exemption on Premiums Parp ror Lire Ponicy 
—AssuraNceE Company Acreep To Rerurn Harr or Eacu or THE 
Frest Seven Premiums Parp as ApvANces TO ASSURED ON INTEREST— 
Amount on Wuicu Exemption Ooutp sz Cramep—Income Tax Act, 
1853 (16 & 17 Vict. c. 34), s. 4; Scuepures D, E. 


This was a question of law raised by a case stated, tried before 
Phillimore, J., sitting for a Divisional Court. The suppliant, Robert Lewin 
Hunter, appealed from a decision of a surveyor of texes. In June, 1896, the 
suppliant effected an insurance on his life with the London Life Association 
ited) in the sum of £1,500. The policy recited that the sum of £66 17s, 6d. 
{including an advance of £33 under the first clause thereof) was the premium 


CounseL, Sir Edward Clarke, K.0., Danckwerts, K.O., and R. B. D. Acland; 

| Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and S A. T. Rowlatt. Soxicirors, Hunter ¢ 
Haynes ; The Solicitor to Inland Revenue. 

[Reported by Exsxive Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLLS, 


June 25.—Epwarp Freperick Buaxz, Newport, Isle of Wight. 

June 25.—Ricuarp Lomax. 

June 25.—Ernest Aveustus Mason, 26, Budge-row, Oannon-street, E.0, 
June 25.—Rosert Hicuway Watpron, 6, Queen Anne’s-gate, West. 





for such assurance until the 30th day of June, 1897, and had been paid. | minster, 8.W. 


By clause (i.) it was provided that if the renewal premium was paid | SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED. 


during the life of the assured, then the association would, subject as 
therein provided, pay the sum aesured to the legal personal representatives 
or assigns of the assured. By the terms of the policy the assured, during 
the first seven years, had to 
association advancing the balance of £33, charging interest thereon, 


such advances being a first charge on the policy-money until it fell io, | 
bearing interest at 4 per cent. In making a return of his income liab'e | 


to income tax under Schedule D the assured cleimed to be | 
entitled to deduct the whole sum of £66 17s. 6d. on the ground that | 
section 54 of the Income Tax Act, 1853, provided that any person who | 
effected an insurance on his life should be entitled to deduct the amount | 
of the annual premium paid by him in respect of such insurance. The | 
surveyor of taxes refused to allow the assured to deduct more than he had 
actually paid out of his pocket. The assured appealed on the ground that 
the statute entitled him to deduct the full amount of the premium as | 
stated in the policy—namely, £66 17s. 6d. It was contended that under | 
the terms of the policy the association had advanced to the assured the | 
sum of £33, but that he had paid to the association the sum of £66 17s. 64. | 
in respect of premium. For the Crown it was argued that only the sum 
of £33 17s. 6d. had been in fact paid by him in respect of premium. 
Pururmore:, J., held that the amount paid by the assured as premium | 
was £66 17s. 6d., and that he was under the statute entitled to claim 
exemption from income tax for that amount, and not on £33 17s. 6d., as 
the Crownalleged. Judgment for the appellant accordingly, with costs.— 





pay out of his pocket only £33 17s. 6d., the | 


List or Mempens or THE Society Nominatep as Canpmpates To Fitt tHE Fourteen VACANCIES IN THE COUNCIL. 


June 25 —Ricnarp Nimzop Haworrtu, 6, Gray’s-inn-place, London, 
suspended for three months. 

June 25.—Powett, Warner, 21, Winchester-street, London, suspended 
for twelve months. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the members of this society will be held 
at the society’s hall on Friday, the 18th day of July, 1902, at two p.m, 
The following are the provisions of bye-law 15 as to the business to be 
transacted at an annual general meeting—namely: ‘‘ The business of an 
annual general meeting shalt’ be the election of president, vice-president, 
and members of Council, as directed by the charter, and also the election 
of auditors; the reception of the accounts submitted by the auditors for 
approval, the reception of the annual report of the Council, and the 
disposal of business introduced by the Council, and of any other matter 
which may consistently with the charter and by-laws be introduced at 
such meeting.’’ On the other side will be found the names of the 
candidates nominated to fill the fourteen vacancies in the Council, and in 
the offices of the president, vice-president, and auditors, with the names 
and addresses of their nominators. 


The Candidates whose Names are marked thus (*) go out of Office by rotation. 





Address. | 


Names of Candidate. 








Names of Nominators, Address. 





| 
| 


*Ebenezer John Bristow 1,Copthall-buildings, London, E.C. | 


Hafvey Clifton 4, New-court, Lincoln’s-ion 


*Robert Cunliffe 48, Chancery-lane, London, W.O0 


William Edward Gillet 5, Berners-street, Oxford-strzet ... 


*William Godden 34, Old Jewry, E.O. 
*Henry James Johnson 101, Leadenhall-street, London, E.C, 


William George King 12, Essex-stree', Strand 


*Harry Wilmot Lee ... 1, The Sanctuary, Westminster ... 





*Richard Pennington 64, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.O. 


harles Leopold Samcon 89, Gresham-street, London, E.0. 








° 
ow 


Richard Dawes... 


|| HB, Kent .. ove ea 
|| Philip E. Mather ... 


| Sidvey C. Taunton, B.A.... eo 


1 President ... 





sie | :* ; scatman Throgmorton-street, 


H. Munisty ... oe el i. Howard-street, Strand, London. 


( Wm, J. Bull, MP. nae; «. | 31, Essex-street, Strand, W.C. 
; Augustus Helder, M.P. .. .» | Whitehaven. 
Thos Skewes-Cox, M.P., J.P. ... | Richmond, Surrey. 
F. J. Bevis ... ee ove ... | 8, Pavilion-buildings, Brighton. 


J. A. Grundy see 14, John Dalton-street, Manchester. 

7, ee Castle-street, Liver- 
pool. 

Bank-chambers, Mosley-strest, New- 
castle-on-Tyne. 

A. Rhys Roberts ... ion «es | Ormond House, 63, Queen Victoria- 
street, London, E.O. 

37, Waterloo-street, Birmingham. 

61, Cheapside, E.C. 

1, Old Serjeant’s-inn, Chancery-lane. 

24, Knightrider-street, E.0. 





(BH. J. Trustram, M.A. 
\J- Balfour Allan ... ae 
| Grinbam, Keen ... ae nie 
( Sir H. H. Fowler, G.C.S.1., M.P., 


| Presid:nt ... is sty ... | 79, Cromwell-road, 8.W. 

} Sie Albert K. Rollit, M.P., Vice- 

} President ... “ ae ... | 3, Miucing-lane, E 0. 

. Thomas Marshall ... ee 8, Albion-place, Leeds. 

LC, H. Morton ea 18, Cook-street, Liverpool. 

; Grinham Keen ... 24, Knightrider-street, 2.0. 

| Loftus S. Long... 9, New-square, Lincoln’s-inu, W.O. 


Mincing-lane, E O. 
101, Leadenhall-street, E CO. 


79, Cromwell-road, S.W. 


Ses 3, Mincing-lana, E.0. 
Thomas Marshall ... ooo .« | 8, Albion-place, Leeds. 


{ John Hollams ea ne 

| Edward F. Turner ime ae 
(Sir H. H. Fowler, G.O.8.I., M.P., 
| President ... ie ae ee 
' Slr Albert K. Rollit, M.P., Vice- 





0. H. Morton ee ei w | 18, Cook-street, Liverpool. 
Frederick Morgan.., He 7 Somerset-street, Portman- 
quare : 
Henry L. Bolton ... 1, The Sanctuary, Westminster. 


( William Williams... 
\ Richard Nicholson... 


... | 12, Lincoln’s-inu-fields, W.O. 
(Sir H. Fowler, G.O.S.1., MP, 


2, Prince’s-street,Storey’s-gate, S.W- 





' President ... a ae ... | 719, Cromwell-road, S.W. 
| Sir Albert K. Rollit, M.P., Vice- 

} President ... ae er ... | 3, Mincing lane, E.0. 

! Thomas Marshall... ... ... | 8, Albion place, Leeds. 
LQ. H. Morton a sie vee | 18, Oook-street, Liverpool, 
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Names of Candidate. 


Address. 


Address. 


Nomes :f Nominators. 








‘Charles Stewart 


Walter Trower 


*William Melmoth Walters 
*William Howard Winterbothan ... 
‘Philip Witham 


List or Mempers or tHe Oounci, Prorssep As Prestpgnt AND VICE-PRESIDENT OF 


fir Albert Kaye Rollit, D.O.L., ) 
M.P. (as President) j 

John Edward Gray Hill (as Vice- 
President) } 

John Stephens Chappelow, F.O.A. 


Mitchell Templeton ... 


William Herman Du Buisson 








The following are extracts from the annual report of the Council : 


57, Coleman-street, B.C. ... 


5, New-square, W.C. 





9, New-square, Lincoln’s-ian, W.9. 


1, New-court, Oarey-street, W.O. { 


1, Gray’s-inn-square, W.C. 


3, Mincing-lane, E.O. 
10, Water-street, Liverpool 





List or Persons Provosep as Avcpirors or THE Soctery. 


10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 


9, King’s Bench-walk, Temple 


5, New-inn, W.O. ... 206 eee 









Edwin Freshfield ... .. | Néw Bank Buildings, 31, Old Jewry, 
Thomas W. Bischoff... ... | 4, Great Winchester-street, E.0. 

(Sir H. H. Fowler, G.O.8.1., M.P., 

| President ... ... ose ~~ ane | 79, Cromwell-road, 8.W. 

} Sir Albert K. Rollit, M.P., Vice- 

\ _ President ... Se + es | 38, Mincing-lane, E.C. 

| Thos. Marshall -~ | 8, Albion-place, Leeds. 

LO. H. Mortoa oti Ba 18, Cook-street, Liverp ol. 

{ AH. Manisty ... ack 1, Howard-street, Strand, W.O. 
Thos. W. Bischoff... 4, Great Winchester-street, E.C. 
J. Roger B. Gr. g ry .. | 1, Bedford-row, W.O. 

W. G. King 12, Essex-street, Strand, W.C. 
J. Balfour Allan 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.O. 


9, New-squ re, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C, 


THE Socrery. 


Loftus 8. Long 





T. B. Lodge one ied . | 2, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
{ Dillon R. L. Lowe vue 1% a e-gardens, E.0. 
{ T. B. Lodge we exe . | 2, New-court, Lincolo’s-inn, W.C. 
Dillon R. L. Lowe .. | 2, Temple-gardens, E O. 
j R. W. Tweedie 5, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.O. 
| Edmund Church 11, Bedford-row, W.C. 


5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inu, 


W.O. 
13, Lincoln-inn-fields, W.O. 
1, The Sanctuiry, Westminster, 


8. W. 
5, New-inn, W.O. 


| Edmund G. Harrison 


[aoa 


resignations, and exclu:ions, the number of members shews an increase for 


A:thur Pearce i ooo 
F. Hugh Lee 


J. A. Collins... 








Council Vacancies.—The ten members of the Council to retire by rotation , the year of 160. As stated in the annual report for last year, the question 


are: Mr. Godden, Mr. Johnson, Mr. Lee, Mr. Pennington, Mr. Stewart, | of the membership of the society was receiving 


the consideration of the 


Mr. Walters, Mr. Winterbotham, and Mr. Witham, elected in 1898, and | Council. In the result, and after consultation with the Provincial Law 


Mr. Bristow and Mr. Ounliffe elected in 1899. 


There are four other | Societies, the Council did not see their way to recommend any scheme of 


vacancies, caused by the retirement of Mr. Joseph Addison, Mr. Henry | compulsory membership. 


Manisty, and Mr. John Hunter, and the death of Mr. F. R. Parker. 


John Hunter, who was elected in the year 1882, and was president in 1894, 
rendered the greatest possible assistance in consequence, mainly, of his 


thorough acquaintance wita the law of 


real property and conveyancing, and 


on every occasion when it became necessary for the Council to discuss 
matters of this description, Mr. Hunter’s views were eagerly sought and 


highly appreciated. 


For twenty years Mr. Addison has been one of the 


Mr. | 


Publications Issued to Members.—BSince the issue of the last annual report 
the following publications, in addition to the ordinary notices and reports 
of proceedings have been issued to members—viz., Rules of Supreme Oo 


art, 
July, 1901 ; Kules of the Supreme Court, January, 1902 ; List of Members 
| of the Society holding Colonial and Foreign Commissions; Land Transfer 


mot constant attendants at the meetings of the Council and its various | 


committees. 


He was president in 1897. Mr. Addison’s loag and wide 


experience in almost every branch of business which falls to a solicitor to 
transact was of the greatest possible advantage to the society, and the 


vacancy caused by his retirement will not be easily filled. 


Mr. Manisty 


has been a member of the Council for seventeen years, and he, like Mr. 
of that time actively assisted his | 


Addison, has throughout the whole 
colleagu 


He was president in 1899. The thanks of the society are especially dus to 


Mr. Manisty for his able and patient 


management of the inquiry, which 


took place during his year of office as president, as to various delicate 


matters of the utmost importance to the profession generally. Durin 


the short period that Mr. Frank Ro 


wley Parker was a member of the 


Council, he was most constant in his attendance, aud was increasing his 
reputation as an able and useful member of that body. 

Counci? Elections.—The question of an alteration of the terms upon which 
members of the Council are elected has been considered, and no scheme 
better than the pre:ent one has been suggested so far as regards the 
ordinary members. Taey are in practice elected for a period of between 


three and four years, and the 


ft) 
governing body. 
members, who at 


members, therefore, have ample 


tunity of expressing their wishes as to the constitution of 
With reference, however, to the extraordinary 
present must be selected from the presidents 


of Provincial Law Societies and hold office for one year only, the Uouncil 
Propose that as vacancies occur the Council shall nominate a Provincial 


Law Society to elect an extraordinary 


member, and that such member shall 


beamember both of the Incorporated Law Society and of the society 

electing him, and shall hold office for a term not exceeding three years. 
Meetings of the Ouuncil and of Committees—During the year ending the 

dst of May, 1902, the Council have held thirty-sixmeetings, and the 


wing committees have held 
Ni 





o. of 
Meetings. 
Professional Purposes 40 | 
Finance. 40 | 
Examination sap a oe 
Beale .., de co) a 
Land Transfer 15 
Rooms ... a ae | 
Membership of the Society 6 
Membership 
Whom 


the number of meetings specified :— 


Mestings. 
ee! 
Legal Procedure ... oa” 
Parliamentary 5 
Library os 4 
Building... ae we 
County Uourts ove oo 8 
Various Subjects... one 38 


of the Society—The society now has 7,819 members, of 
8,675 practise in town and 4,144 in the country. The number of 


new members who have joined the society during the past year is 389, as 


Compared with 245 in the previous 





year, After allowing for deaths, 





| tial and 


es in numerous important matters that came under their notice. | 


& | members making entries of their requirements. 





Report, February 7, 1902. 
Register of Properties, Securities, $c.—The cost of the Registry Depart- 
ment for the year ending the 31st of March, 1902; again shews a substan- 
satisfactory diminution as compared with that for the 
The number of entries, on the other hand, has 
increased by about 50 per cent. all round. It is not easy to 
state the actual amount of business transacted by means of 
the sales and mortgage registers, as members are under no obligation 
to supply figures and only do so as a matter of courtesy. The com- 
paratively few particulars which have been communicated, however, 
shew that transactions amounting in value to at least £500,000 are carried 
through by means of the registry every year. As the Council pointed out 
in the last annual report, the usefulness of the registry is dependent on 
By far the larger number 
of members appe ir only to search for properties or securities likely to suit 
them. About 1,200 inspection fees are ~ during the year by solicitors 
who have not an entry on the register. It is obvious that thie neglect to 
make entries is mos: detrimental to the usefulness of the registry. A new 
register—viz., Colonial commissionerships held by members, has been 
opened, and may be inspected without charge. The information to 
members on eubjects of professional interest has been continued. The 
Registry Department has taken over the management of the trade adver- 
tisements appearing in the monthly list, and it is hoped that with the 
assistance of members the cost of the department may be still further 
reduced. 

The Society's Building.—A short history of the society’s er sa is 
prioted in the appendix to this report. At a special general meeting held 
on the 29th of November, 1901, the following resolution was adop‘ed 
unanimously: ‘‘ That this meeting authorizes the Council to carry into 
effect the additions to and alterations in the society’s building, the 
general nature of which is stated in the report of the 3rd of May, 1901, 
printed in the appendix to the annual report for the year 1901, and in the 
plans submitted to this — with power, if need be, to make such further 
modifications as the Council may think expedient, and approves and 
concurs in the Council borrowing a sum not ing £45,000 on mortgage 
or charge of the real and personal property of the society, or any part. 
thereof respectively, or by the issue of debentures on such terms as 
the Council may think expedient.” Plans for the erection of the new 
building substantially in accordance with those submitted to the — 
have been approved, and are now being carried into effect. The Ooun 
have arranged for an advance of the necessary funds on 

Luncheon Rooms.—'The society having, by resolution in general meeting, 
decided to undertake the responsibility for the refreshment arrangements 
previously under the t of the Law Society Olub, the Council 
resumed possession of the club rooms on the Ist of January, 1901, 


previous year. 
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The subsisting ts precluded any substantial alteration in the 
ents until the end of the year, but the Strangers’ Room was in 
July opened after 3.30 p.m. asa Members’ Tea Room. The Oouncil 
were induced to take this in consequence of representations at 
meetings of the society of a desire on the part of members for this 
accommodation, but the result has shewn that such desire is not shared by 
ny See eke of members. The carrying on of the luncheon rooms 
during 1901 involved the society in some loss, which, under the circumstances, 
and pending the introduction of a new system, was inevitable. During the 
autumn a special committee, which included several members of the society 
who were not upon the Council, went into the whole question with groat 
care, and, having failed in their attempts to arrange with several well- 
known firms of refreshment contractors to undertake the entire arrange- 
ments, advertisements were issued for the — of securing the services 
of a caterer who, for a consideration, would undertake all pecuniary 
responsibility and devote his whole time and attention to the business. 
After going through the most promising of the replies received, the 
on the recommendation of the committee, entered into an 
arrangement with the steward of the late club, under which he undertook 
all responsibility in consideration of a subsidy of £350 per 
annum. This sum and the cost of the upkeep of the rooms and fires and 
lights are the extent of the society’s ary engagements, and these 
expenses will, it is anticipated, be covered by the eums received 
the society for tableemoney or commuted table-money, s0 
that no charge on the general funds of the society may be entailed. 
The luncheon rooms are now to all members of the society on 
payment of a daily ch for table-money or an annual commuted 
payment in lieu thereof; and, to judge from the absence of 
complaints and the extent to which the rooms are used, the arrange- 
ments appear to meet with the approval of the members. Under the new 
building scheme provision will be made for the additional accommodation 
of a common room. 


Legal Education.—Grants amounting in the ageregats to the sum of £800 
have been made to the law societies of Birmingham, Leeds, Liverpool, and 
Manchester, and tothe Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies in aid of their 
various schemes of instruction for articled clerks, The useful work done 
by these various bodies is entitled to cordial recognition, The tion, 
however, of the society with reference to legal education obviously 
requires reconsideration. The Oouncil, therefore, have appointed a special 
committee to consider the whole subject. The number of students receiv- 
ing instruction from the society’s tutors on the 30th of March, 1902, was 
155, of whom 90 were receiving postal instruction. The numbers on the 
same date in 1901 were respectively 151 and 88. 


Clifford’s-inn.—The Oourt of Appeal has affirmed the decision of the 
Court of First Instance, that Olifford’s-inn is a charitable 
foundation. The society made application to attend the proceedings in 
chambers B. w- the settlement of any scheme for the regulation of the 
charity ; , although the application was unsuccessful, the Council have 
received assurances thal they will be afforded an opportunity of considering 
the scheme and offering suggestions. There is no reason, however, to 
assume that a scheme will be submitted at an early date, as the time for 
appealing to the House of Lords has not yet expired. 


New-inn.—Proceedings in which the society are relators are now pend- 
ing with the object of determining the tion of New-inn as an inn of 
Chancery. The land and buildings of New-inn are being acquired by the 
London County Council, and the desire of the Council is that the proceeds 
shall be applied for the purpotes of legal education. 


Clabon Prize.—The court having ordered that the balance of th® 
funds of the Legal Education Association, of which the late Mr- 
J. M. Clabon, president of the society in the year 1880, was 
honorary secretary, be transferred to the society for the purpose 
of establishing a prize for law students, to be called the Olabon Prize, sub- 
ject to such regulations as-might from time to time be made for the 
purpose by the Council, the Council have decided that the prize shall be 
awarded to the candidate who, at the Honours Examinations fortheyear, hae 
shewn the greatest proficiency in the subject of equity. The prize is of the 
value of five guineas, being one year’s interest on £171 11s. 9d. 23 per 
cent. Consols, supplemented by the Council. It may be remembered that 
the Legal Education Association was formed in or about the year 1870, 
under the presidency of Sir Roundell Palmer, afterwards Lord Selborne, 
and had for its object the establishment of a University or School of Law 


Bxaminations.—During the year the following new regulations have been 
made with reference to the Intermediate ination, viz.,a regulation tothe 
effect that the successful candidates shall be divided into two classes, and 
a re allowing articled clerks to enter for the examination at any 
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InreRMeEDIATE EXAMINATION. 



















































































JuNE November JANUARY Aprin 
Year | r ne 
Passed eo Passed Postponed| Passed eens seed oso 
| 
1900-1901 119 55 208 88 118 65 157 | 4 
1901-1902 147 67 252 388 20) 53 287 58 
Finat Examination. 
| 
JUNE NovemBEB JANUARY Aram 
Year —_————— 
Passed | Postponed) Passed |Postponed) Passed Postpones Passed tpn 
1900-1901 192 86 142 87 137 67 1l % 
1901-1902 2:9 85 108 74 144 59 98 4 
Honours Examination. 
JuNE November JANUARY Aprit 
bi | Not Not Not | 
0 oO | 
Classed| cincvog | Classed| inurg | Olassed) inna ie pa 
1903-1901 26 61 23 62 17 61 17 8 
1901-1902 38 83 17 69 29 57 10 98 





























The numbers of successful candidates in 1901-1902, as compared with the 
numbers in 1900-1901, are as follows: Prelimi , 356, as against 323; 
gree —_ as against 600; Final, 559, as against 590; Honours, 

, a8 t 83. 

Land Transfer Acts.—The report of the Oouncil on this subject, dated 
the 7th of February, 1902, has been widely circulated and is reprinted in 
the a. Correspondence on the subject of a Parliamentary inquiy 
into the working of the system of a registration has taken 
place with the responsible authorities, and questions bave been asked in 
Parliament, but there is nothing to lead the Council to suppose that an 
inqui pee dey mpeg tear granted. The extension of compuleory zegit 
tration to the City of don is being strongly opposed by the corporation, 
The system does not appear to have commended elf to many of the large 
building and land societies and other bodies competent to form an opinios, 
and derives what vitality at possesses from official efforts. 








LEGAL NEWS. 

APPOINTMENTS. 
Sir Gzorce Lewis, solicitor, has been created a Baronet. 
Mr, Cnan.es Baicut McLaren, K.O0., M.P., has been created a Baronet. 
Mr. Wii114m Epwarp Murray Tomuinson, Barrister, has been createda 
Baronet, 
Mr. Ricuanp Burpon Hatpang, K.O0., M.P., has been appointed s 
Member of the Privy Oouncil. 
Mr. Samvet Hatz, K.O., Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster, and Mr, Ratrs Lirruzr, K.O., CO B., have received the honour 
of Knighthood. 
Sir Francis Jzevnz, K.O0.B,, Judge Advocate General, has been created 
a Knight Grand Cross of the Order of the Bath. 
Mr, W. RBezs Davis, barrister-at-law, Attorney-General of the 
a has been selected for appointment as King’s Advocate 2 

yprus. 

Mr. Joun Oguz, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister on the South-Eastern Circuit. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


DissoLvrion. 


Joun Henny Brenan and Joszerx Joun Grocuscan, solicitors (Behan & 
Geoghegan), 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, Ohancery-lane, London. June 13. 
[ Gazette, June 24, 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Acyes Barrp, deceased.—Any person who will give such information 
to the und as will lead to the discovery of the original Will of the 
above-named deceased, who died on the 6th day of February last, at No. 
19, St. hen’s-road, Repeneter, London, be rewarded .—Orosley & 
Burn, 2, Moorgate-street- , London, E.O. 





GENERAL. 
A Code provision that the masculine includes all genders except where 
such construction would be absurd or unreasonable is held, says the Albany 
Law Journal, in Re Maddox (Md., 55 L. R. A. 298), not to entitle a woman 





time after the completion of one year’s service under articles. The follow- 
ing table shews the results of the last four examinations, as compared with 
the four immediately preceding : 
Prevminary Examination. 
JuLy Ocronsr Fesavary Mar 
Year | 
Passed Postponed| Passed | Postponed| Passed {Postponed Passed Postponed 
| enti co | ‘oma’ 
1900-1901 | 94 87 15 44 82 6] soe 47 
1901-1902 | 90 50 78 83 95 4“ | 98 4 
{ 











to admission to the bar under the provision that “any male citizen” 
-having certain qualifications shall be so admitted. 


July 5, 1902, 
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A friend has handed us the following cutting from a weekly journal : 
#Qne evening last winter a certain young went across to the 
Inner Temple Li' . He was suddenly surprised by the ce of 
his boy, who was loo. very excited. ‘If you please, sir,’ he pene. 
‘g gentleman is waiting for you at your chambers with a brief. He can’t 
get out, sir ; I’ve 1 himin!’” 

The magistrates at the Wiltshire Quarter Sessions at Warminster on 
Tuesday, says the St. James’s Gazette, decided that a publican’s licence 
gould not be indorsed for an offence under the Sale of Drink to Children 
Act, In arriving at this decision they reversed the judgment of the 
Malmesbury justices, who had indorsed the licence of a publican for an 
offence against the Act. The magistrates held that the Act of 1901 must 
be read with the Act of 1872, which specified the offences for which licences 
are indorsed, and as no indorsement is specified in the new Act the aciion 
of the Malmesbury bench was ultra vires. 


“Few people, I venture to say,” says the Washington Post, “‘ even in 
high official positions, know what justice first wore the gown in the 
Supreme Oourt of the United States,’’ said an authority on the subject 
recently. ‘‘ When Justice John Jay took the office he thought the members 
of the Supreme bench should wear a gown of some sort, Accor y, he 

in his own academic gown, which he wore by virtue of having 
received a degree from the University of Dublin, or, as it was then known, 
‘Trinity College.’ It was a tri-coloured gown, too. Such a garment 
would look peculiar now, since the black gown has been adopted.’ 

At a meeting of the London County Council on the 24th ult., the 
General Purposes Committee reported that the salaryof Mr. Blaxland, 
solicitor to the council, had been £1,200 a year since 1896. Having a 
tothe reorganization of the department under which Mr. Blaxland would in 
future have the control of the whole of the business, including conveyancing 
and also having regard to his twenty-one years’ service, the committee 
recommended the council to increase his salary by £150 a year. In 
support of this, the committee referred to Mr. Blaxland's share in bringin 
toa successful conclusion the income tax case, the result of which 
saved the council upwards of £30,000 a year. They also mentioned that 
his predecessor, Mr, Ward, was at the time of his retirement receiving a 
talary of £1,750. The committee’s recommendation was adopted. 


Writing on the conference of the Colonial Premiers, the first sitting of 
which took place on Monday, the St. James’s Gazette says that, ‘‘of the 
subjects down for discussion the least interesting to the public which loves 
sensation is that of the establishment of a Supreme Court for the Empire. 
Yet, following the analogy which we have drawn between the present 

ition of the an te and that of this island at the epoch when the 

tarchy had barely given place to the monarchy, this question of the 
unification of law is really the starting-point of Imperial Union. 
The first twilight conception of a single realm of Anglo-Saxondom is 
to be found in the establishment of the King’s Peace—the substitution, 
that is, of the King as the fountain of justice, holding in trust from God 
the power to do judgment in accordance with the principles of right and 
equity in substitution for the rough arbitrament of private war. The 
British mind of to-day is so saturated with the conception of law, that it 
may seem absurd to many to lay stress on this point. Yet its importance 
isnot only academic and sentimental, but practical as well. If we are to 
build up a trade system among the States of the Empire it is necessary 
that the tribunal to say the last word on matters of contract should be 
easily reached, cheap, and stable in its decisions. The first requirement 
of a satisfactory system of law is that all subject to it should be 
able to count with certainty on its acting on clearly defined prin- 


ciples. A Supreme Court, therefore, of weight and ity, the 
decisions of which shall be binding on the local courts of the ire, as 
those of the Houre of Lords are on the inferior courts of the will 


exercise immense influence in the direction of ‘making us We.’ In the 
proposal to establish a Supreme Oourt for the Empire lies the only 
suggestion at present practical for the creation of a formal symbol of 
organic unity. We do not forget that the Privy Council has hitherto dis- 
charged the functions of a Supreme Oourt through its Judicial Committee, 
but that has only been one of its varied functions, and it has lacked the 
dignity fitting to a body which should wield such august powers.”’ 


On the 27th ult, clause 12 of the Licensing Bill relating to the dis- 
qualification of justices’ clerks came on for consideration in Committee of 
the House of Commons. Mr. Broadhurst moved an amendment —— 
that no solicitor or other person being a clerk of licensivg jus’ shall 
“in any way”’ by himeelf, his partner, or clerk, as solicitor or agent, for 
any person, conduct, or act in any application for or in res of a licence 
or any other proceedings under the Licensing Acts. e amendment 
was negatived. Mr. Ritchie had on the paper an amendment to strike 
out certain words in order to insert other words the operation of which 
would be to prevent a justices’ clerk from acting as eolicitor or t in 
any application for a licence at any licensing or petty sessions held for any 
adjoining district for any person ing on business in the district for 
which he is the clerk. He explained that he had put the amendment on 
the paper in fulfilment of a promise made in Grand Committee, but on 
further consideration, while he agreed that justices’ clexks ought to be 

ualifed within their own district, he did not think the diequalification 
ought to extend to any adjoining district. This would inflict pecuriary 
disadvantage upon those gentlemen and was uncalled for. He therefore 
did not propose to move the insertion of the words on the Paper, thus 
limiting the dirqualification of justices’ clerks to the own di . The 
Attorney-General said there might be an evil in ’ clerks appear- 
ing as advocates for brewers within their own districts, but he could not see 
any objection to their acting as such in adjoining districts in which 
argument were pushed to its 

















The na of Soaiend, give omy ah ——— made —_ the 
Corporation of Live: under the ons e Liverpool - 
dient Loans Act, 1901, os cananded ty tas a Teen 
Act, 1897, they are authorized to ae aes for £1,000,000 of 


li 
Liverpool Corporation Stock —— £3 per cent. per annum. 
Price of issue, £97 per cent: The ay pe gg pe 


option of the corporation, on and after the 1st July, 1942. are 
authorized to invest in this Stock, unless forbidden by the instru- 
ment creating the trust. The list of ap will be on, or 


before, Tuesday, the 8th July. 








Warning To Inrenpina Hovss Purcuasers ann Lxussezs.—Before pur- 


or renting a house, even for a short occu it is advisable to 
hove the Desine and Gantteny ments va same Se Tested and 
Sanitary Engineering Oo. (H. 


Reported upon. For terms apply to 

Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Established 
27 years. Tel : Sanitation, London. Telephone: 316 West- 
sipaaen (have) 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota or Registaans x ATTENDANCE Ox 


Emuercency <Appzau Count Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
No. 2. KgxeEwicu. Byraus. 
7 Mr. Greswell Mr, Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed 

















THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


the Battle Abbey Estate, comorising Bexhill 
Messrs. Hasties, London, (See advertisement, this p. 3.) 

July 10.—Mesars. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:— for £100; aged 75. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Proudfoot & Chaplio, London. (See week, 


. 626.) 
July it —Messrs. Moore, Suatuman, & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Property, near 
: Messrs. Burdett-Cunningham 


value £425 ‘ 
&Co, (huce advertisements, this week, p. 3.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Touxspay, June 24, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m CaAanozry. 
Bans ce Curva anp Jaray, Lunrep—Creditors are sound, pA aay July 24, » 


send their names and Hye ey the particulars of 
John Mc fnnes , 36, Nicholas In 

Farrvirw Gotp Mixine Co, Liurrap—C:editors are , on or before Ang? to send 
their names and addresses, and of their debts or claims, to H. W. Marten, 
17, Basinghall at Hays & Co, t's In, solors to the liquidator 

Lever Wasuinc Maonixve Co, Lunrep— are red, on or before Aug 8, to 
send their names and addreases, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Herbert 


Barker, 24, Ireton st, Liverpool 
—Creditors are required 
Sauispuny ConsoLipaTep Estates Co, Lumen (1x Liguipatio) ea re] 


Sebts. wy § The and Robert Tee ‘a 
or ames > 

- .t ined, before Jul to send their names and 
SunsHINE, 7 ey ors are Lo on ~s 1%, Hull, hill 


chmbrs, College hill 
Warer Moror anv Avromatro Liquip Exevator Co, Lanmrep—OCreditors are required, 
on or before Aug 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to James Baxter Keith, 27, avenue 
London Gasette,—Faripay, June 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Luorep m Caayczry. 


Bank or Caixa anv Japan, Lurreo—Oreditors are required, on or before Thursday, 
July 24, to send names and addresses, and the Jars of their debts or 
to Joha McI 36, Nicholas In. Tessday, January 38, af 13 clock, 
rvw 0 ee Le why po yt ~t-t ~~ 
HITE ‘o, Lam ; 
J udge & Broad st st, » the petner. 
Nodes of 4 pny Opener ye in the after- 
noon 
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Harmen & Haziey, Lunrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 18, directed to be 
heard July 8. Chandler & Rumboll, 2, Bishopsgat: st Without, solors to the petners. 
Notice yt must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon 7 : 


Hiticrove Proparetary Mines, Limrrep (mm [Liquipation) —Creditors are required, on 
or before Aug 8, to send thrir names ad s, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, toC L Kett-idge, 19 &t Swithin’s In 

Hoturiata Town Hatz Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before July 14, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur 
Edward Helmes Morecambe, Sykes & Co, solors to liquidator 

Muuxe Macurxery Inprovemexts Co, Luntrep—Criditors are required, on er before 
Aug 14, to rend theim names and sees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Arnold Trinder, 156, Leadenhall st. Trinder & Co, Ladenhall st, solors to liquidator 

Parent Sarety Or Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 12, to send 

names and sddresees, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Mr Edward 
Ernest Hill, 38 Lioyd st, Manchester. Jones & Payne, Manchester, solors to liquidator 

Woopva Bay Prien Co, Limirep—Creditors are required. on or before Aug 5, to send their 
mames and addresses, ond the psrticolara of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Whinney, 32, Old Jewry 

UnsuimitTep 1n CHANCERY. 


Cameaiper anv Distaict 796TH Starr-Bowkert Buripine Poctety —All persons having 
any claims are required to send particulars thereof to Mr, W. R. Brown, 62, Devonshire 
rd, Cambri¢ge, on or before Aug 11 Symonds, Cambridge, so‘or 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, July 1 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


LiwitTep tx CaANoERY. 


Apyserntan Exproration (Panzent) Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 8, to send their names and sddresses,and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
‘W. W. Macalister, 80, Coleman st. Burg & Co, L Pountney hill, solors to 





Conwwatt Dairy axp Faru Proptcr Co, Lnurzp—Peta for winding up, pre evted 
June 20, directed to be heard at Truro July 18. Bennetts, 7, Prince’s st, Truro, solor for 
r. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
e afternoon of July 17 

Scorrisn Arzica, Limirgp (1x Liquipation)—Creditors in South Africa are required, on 
or before Aug 21, to send their names and addresses, with full particul+ra of their debts 
or claims, to Peter Shedden Warden, Salisbury, Rhodesia, fouth Africa; all not so 
resident are required, on or before Aug 21, to send their names and addresses, fogeth r 
with the full particulars of their debts or claims, to David Nairn Shaw, 23 Leiden- 

hall st. Francis & Co, Bishopsgate st Within, solors to liquidators 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 24, 

Daznuey, Right Hon Epwarp Henry Srvarr, Earl of Aug 1 Clif Darn! 
¥ Kebewich, J ao. ~— pl, Conduit st ™ a 
RANKLIN, SaRauH, and Evizapetu Janz Tréronp, St Jobn’s Wood ter, Regent’s pk Jul 

30 "Tréfond v Boustead end Blake, Kekewich, J Brown, Linc acl fields ’ 


Harnett, Ronert, Kirkwhelpiogton, Northumberland, Innkeeper July 26 Dicki 
Thornton, Joyce, J Brumell, Morpeth on wee end 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Juue 27. 
Bantow, Josgru, Man and Scythe Hotel, Churchgate, Bolton. Lancs July 26 Livesey v 
Barlow. Re r, Manchester Horridge, Nelson sq. Belton . . 


Suit, Roperr BINSON, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, Builder July 17 Smith v 
» Swinfen Eady, J Gascoigne, County chmbre, Newcast e upon Tyne 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Tunspay, June 2t. 
Ames, Saran, Strood July 19 Robinson, Sirocd 
Baatow, Frepericx, Newport, Mon, Builder J uly 31 Pain & Son, Newport, Mon 
Bauwes, Epwim, Bath, Licensed Victualler July 21 Milner & Bickford, Mo:rgate st 
Bueneron, Josnvua Grorcz, Ryd2, Surgeon July 25 Dashwood, Ryde, I W 


Quark, Exiza Exizaseta, Princes Risborough, Bucks July 30 Parker & Son, High 
Wycombe 


Corrzy, Tuomas, Benwell, Northumberland, Butcher July 23 Maubgan & Hall, New- 
castle upon Tyne 


Daurert, Exizanern, Putney Aug ii Hussey & Ingpen, Stone bldgs, Lincoln's inn 
Danrewt, Exzanor Exizasers, Margate Aug 19 Hills, Margate 


Duxponap, the Right Hon Louisa H. 
mals Sets de ABRIET, Dowager Countess of July 29 Pearless & 


Eppiz, Richarp Aprran, Chelmsford July 25 Hilliard, Chelmsford 

Giturzs, CatuErine, Knaresborough July 21 Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Gray, Many Cuartorre, Alderley Edge, Chester July 13 Cooper & Sons, Manchester 
Gunyry, Ann, Ealing Aug7 Lendon, Budge row 

Houpen, Kezta, Folkestone July 31 Atkinson & Stainer, Folkestone 


Hotwortuy, Mattuzw Happock, Brighton J i 
: way ay wr ag ighto uly 15 Francis Holworthy, cire of R 


—— ones ag Rotherhithe, Lighterman July 22 Millar & Sone, Borcugh 


Lean, Col Francis Sept1 McDiarmid & Hill, Newman’s ct, Cornhill 

Mastey, Henry, Shrewton, Wilts July 22 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

Museravez, Cuartorre, Beverley July 15 Crust & Co, Beverley 

Oates, Jos1au Groner, Liverpool, Colliery Proprietors’ Agent July 31 Oates, Kew 
Pontixa. Emity Mansa, Ealing July 25 Tippetts, Eari’s Court rd, Kensington 

Porr, Wiiu14y, Bristol, Barge Owner July 23 Sinnott & Son, Bri:tol 

Ramapas, Frepericx, Westminster July 25 Evans & Co, Gray's inn eq 

Rouias, Ameria, Hawkhurst, Kent Augi Dickinson & Stabbs, Laurence Pountney In 
Sanvens, Fanny, Bletchley, Bucks July 31 Newton & Ca'cott, Leighton Buzzard 
Srrazant, Furtow, Goxhill, Lines, Farmer July 22 Goy & Co, Barton on Humber 
Suanrizs, Epwanp, Preston, Weaver July 20 Cookson, Preston 

Sxone, Joszrx, Sound, nr Nantwich, Tailor Augl Pedley, Crewe 

Suan, Rosz Extzx, Weymouth Augi Lock & Co, Dorchester 

Sowegsurts, Jou, Preston, Confectionsr July 22 C & E Sowerbutts, Preston 
Spenomr, Apa oo Upper Norwood July 18 Goddard, Old Serjeants’ inn 


——<———— 





Sruresiy, Rey Freperick, MA, Bath July 24 Stuart, Stroud, Glos 

Sutton, Tuomas, B<eston, Mechanical Engineer July 22 Wilson, Long Eaton 

Tay1or, Tuomas, Liverpool Augi Hsrrison & Burton, Liverpool 

TarrtweE.., Exvizasers, Rotherham July 81 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Wasa, Emmy, Harlesden July 24 Vernon & Co, Coleman st 

Westwoop, Witiiam Henry, Birmingham, Steel Planer July 26 Buller & Cro, 
Birmingham 

London Gazette —Fripay, June £7. 

Ayprews, Ropert Cuartes, and Mary Anw Anpgews, Tooting Common Aug 15 
Stapley, Eastbourne 

sna. ane Witt1am, Leicester, Schoolmaster July 29 Stevenson & Sp», 

ces 


Seay, Seeman, Blomfield st, Harrow rd, Silk Mercer July 22 Cooper & (p, 
0 
Snes, = red James, Thundersley, nr Rayleigh, Essex July 31 Moon & Co, Lincoln 


Burnrz, Carnoiine Repsecca, Highgate July 31 Burnie & Co, Fenchurch at 
Catxey, Susan, Torquay July 31 TC & G F Kellock, Totnes 

CasTLe, Hanniztre, Clifton, Bristol July 31 Cochrane, Bristol 

Cotiison, Grorce, West Hart’epool, Blacksmith June 30 BelJ, West Hartlepool 


Corpiz, Grorcr Rosert, Fast Bergholt, Suffolk, Harness Maker Augi Grimwadeé 
Son, Hadleigh, Suffolk 


OrackwaLt, Water Bortawick, CMG, HBM Judge, Zanzibar July 31 Greenfiel 
& Crackpvall, Lancaster pl 


Croske.tt, Grorc8, Lancaster July 28 Thompson & Co, Lancaster 

Davis, Hyman, Bishopsgate st Without Augé Woodecck & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Denpy, Ricnarp, Eastbourne Aug8 Sugd«n & Harford, Ironmonger In 

Dickerson. Watrer, Drury In, Coach Ironmonger Augi Rogers, Chancery lo 

Ex.i0T, Freperick, Northampton, Collestor July15 H J & C Markham, Northamptun 

Exuiort, Epwaep, York Aug 30 Dent & Scruton, York 

Fisner James, Southall Augi Houlder, Chancery In 

Frost, ALFRED Jonny, Snaresbrook, Rope Manufacturer July 28 Murray & Co, Birchinla 

Hansy, Joun, Thrybergh, nr Rotherham, Farmer July 24 Wright & Co, Bradford 

Hanpwerox, Gorrrrizp Gustave, Cavonbury Aug 21 Oliver, Finsbury pavement 

Haat.ey, Josuva, Norton, Yorks Aug2 Pearson & Russell, Malton, Yorks 

Hewpry, Jouy, Wetheral, Camberland, Innkeeper Aug9 Errington, Carlisle 

Hopces, Marra, Clerkenwell Aug 8 Sugden & Harford, Ironmonger In 

Irvine, Wiiu14m, Reddish, Lancs, Estate Agent Sept1 Eltoft, Manchester 

om, Anprew Crarke, Highgate, Indian Merchant July 12 Ford & Co, Bloom» 
ury 84 

Jongs, Hucu, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Builder Aug 30 Jones & Roberts, Llanrwst 

Kyicuts, Jura, Eaton, Norwich July 27 Goodchild, Norwich 

Macurn, Exizazertu, Stockton on Tees, China Dealer Augi1 Watson, Stockton on Tes 


MaxrcHant, Gzorar Cutium, Chapel st, Pentonville, Tobacconist July 24 Houghtoné 
Son, New Broad st 


Meren, ExizaseTH Ann, Pimlico Aug 10 Rye & Eyre, Golden sq 

Moore, Here, Torquay July 14 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 

Farxer, Micnatt, Blackpool, Blacksmith July 20 Butcher, Blackpool 

Pearson, Josepu Hickmaw, Handsworth July 21 Caddick & Co, West Bromwich 
Peart, Emma Susannau, Chiswick Augi Rogers, Chancery In 

Paizstyer, Wititam, Dunham Massey, Chester, Farmer Aug12 Higham, Manchester 
Procter, Dinan, Audley, Staffs July 12 Sproston, Newcastle under Lyme 

Savace, Witttam, Harrow Ju'y 26 Griffiths, Chancery In 

Suaw, Gzorce Rosert, Liverpool, Produce Broker July 28 McCormick, Liverpool 
Surru, Josep, Derby Aug 2 Pearson & Russell, Malton, Yorks 


nies 1LL14M, North Baddesley, Hants, Timber Merchant July28 Tylee & Mortimer, 
msey 


Spencer, the Right Hon Witt14m Tuomas, Earl Fitrzwitiam, KG July 26 Newman & 
Bond, Barnsley 


SranprinG, Joun, Fallowfield, Lancs July 28 Ashworth & Inman, Manchester 
Waker. Jouy Smiru, Malton, Yorks, Cab Proprietor July 23 Soulby, Malton, Yorks 
Younc, Ricuarp, Dunton Green, nr Sevenoaks, Contractor July 81 Cripps & 0o, 
Tunbridge Wells 
London Gazette.—Tounspay, July 1, 
BromzneaD, Joseph Crawrorp, Hendon, Barrister at Law Aug 15 Golding & 
Hargrove, Cannon st 
Canter. Atpert Epwi, [iford, Timber Merchant Aug9 Wild & Collins, Lawrence la, 
Cheapside 


Cuaprie, Wituiam, Plymouth Aug9 Gidley & Son, Plymouth 

Cox, Saran, Halifax Aug9 Wavell & Co, Halifax 

Densow, Wittiam, Robertst, Oxford st Aug1 Denbow and Prout 

Greex, Ayn, Ramegate Augl Wightwick & Kingsford, Canterbury 

Hancock, Sauvet, Nottingham, Silk Agent July 27 Acton & Marriott, Nottingham 
Hits, James, Wivelsfield, Sussex, Bachelor Augi Lewis & Ho'man Lewes 
Lovecrove, Wit.1am, Reading, Decorator July 31 Brain & Brain, Reading 
Marcuant, Evie, Newick, Sussex Augi Lewis & Holman, Lewes 

Newmay, Anvyez, Southall Augi1 Hanbury & Co, New Broad at 

Paton, Foes Sran.ey, Loughborough pk, Appraiser July 31 Miller & Co, Salt rm’ 


Pryor, Henry, Sheffield, Scissor Manufacturer Aug 4 Watson & Co, Sheffield 
Rawpoy, Wii114m, Cottingham, Yorks, Merchant July28 Stephenson, Hull 
Scuioss, ApeL, Hampstead Augi Hack, Pancras In, Queen st 

Snecrey, James Ricnarp, Brixton Augi1 Stock, Queen Victoria st 

Soames, ALyrep Epwarp, Bromley Aug5 Scott, New Broad st 

SeansriELD, Mary Ann, Scarborough Aug 4 W & W 8 Drawbridge, Scarborough 


Srockxsripcr, Cuarues, Colorado 8; 3, El Paso, Colorado, US A De:ler 
Avgi1 Brooks & Co, Godliinat st" Doctae Commons Jeni 


Swassroox, Betsy, Acock’s Green, Worcester Aug16 Ansell & Ashford, Birmingham 
TinpaLL Henry Woops, Whalley Range, Lancs Aug 31 Lovell & Co, Gray’s ian sq 
Wuitrcavncn, Anvz, Folkestone July 28 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 
Wituiams, Emtty, Bristol July 16 Joyee & Co, Taunton 

Wit.1ams, Stersen, Burwash, Sussex, Grocer July 26 Buss, Tanbridge Wells 

Wiss, Georar, Warwick Aug9 Campbell & Co, Warwick 





Woop, Jamus, Redland, Bristol Aug1 Spofforth, Bristol 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Tuxspay, June 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


dsvevest Hos, B Rochester, Painter Rochester Pet June 

0 

AypREws, Fg Atrrep, Reading, Baker Rexdirg 
Pet June 18 Ord Jane 18 

Buaycuarp, Josern Esenezer, Woodmarcote, nr Henfleld 
tussex, Builder Brighton Ord June 20 

Breipexsach Fraxcis We.ttes. Hove, Coal Merchant 
Brighton PetJure '8 O-d Jane 20 

Cansutt, Bexsamin, Cambridge Leicester Pe: 
O:d June 19 

Consett, FrepERicK, Worcester, Solicitor Worcester Pet 
June 14 Ord June 21 

Daw, ALFRED, Birkbeck rd, Mill Hill, Gafitter Barnet 
Pet June i8 Ord June 18 

Duncan, @ T. & Co, nee n st, Tobacco Brokers High 


Jane 19 


Evays, Ricnarp, COaersws, Lianwnog, WMontgomary, 
Fay, Ouances Witiiam, and Bensamin Francis Fry, 
York Pet June4 Ond Jnoe 18 
Gazzx, GrorGeE, sston, Birmingham, Liceneed Victualler 
Birminghi 
port, Mon Pet Juns 19 Ca June 19 

Fraxcis WitiiamM, Waithams ow, 
Hour, La Bury, Oil Refiner Bolton Pet June 19 Ora 
Pet June19 Ord Juse 19 
Pzacoox, Jim, Northallerton, Yorks, Saddler Northaller- 
Newport Pet June 21° Ord June 2 
Rozekts, Devin, Gute, Electrical Engineer Darby Pet 
et June 18 Ord June 18 
oo. zone Lionzt, Berwick st, Eccleston sq, Horse 
Pet June 12 Ord June 18 
Wace, Freperick BraMwELL 

ret June 19 Ord June 19 


Court Pet June 4 June 20 
Timber Merchant Newtown Pat Jace 20 Ord 
Juce 20 
, Printers Bristol Pet June19 Ord June 19 
G@iBso0n, Wares Tuomas Tipxtapy, Harrogate, Hosier 
G@utipanxs, Bensamin, Greero’d pr Uiverstone, Saddler 
Barrow in Furness Pet Jane i8 Ord June 18 
am PetJune20 Ord June 20 
Hass, Henry Skinner, Penar.h, om, Grocer New- 
Sean, Artuur Joun, Blackburn, Commission Agent 
Blackburn Pet Ju:e20 Ord June 20 
Hoccerr, Batcher 
h Court Pet June4 Ord June 20 
June 1 
TRELAND. 7 hton, Pianoforte Dealer Brighton 
Lampant, Coantes E *. | aaaee Livery Stable Keeper 
Brighton Ord June 
ton Pet Junei18 Ord 7 18 
Perry, Atrrep, Gurnard, I of W, Eemges Victualler 
Rixcwoop, Rosgrt James, Bloxham, a Butcher Ban- 
bury PetJune :!: Ord June 19 
June 21 Ord June 
arr Davip CunnincHam, Cardiff, Architect Cardiff 
ang Davin, Berwick upon Tweed Restau ant Keeper 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
ler High Court Pet April 19 Ord June 19 
eee JameEs, Fleetwood Lancs, Boot Dealer Preston 
Sweet, Gzorce, Maesteg, Glam, Undergroued Labourer 
Cardiff Pet June 2) Ord June 20 
"phe fi ‘1d, Barman 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Watxey. Tuomas Dunstan, Hesvitree, Devon Exeter 
Youxe, Toomas Joun, Brighton Brighton Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 


Amen¢ed notice substituted for that published in the 
Lendon Gazette of June 20 : 


Iuincworts, Epwarp, Harpurhey, Manch2ster Man- 
chester Pet May 31 Ord June 16 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Avpripcz, Mary, Rechester, Painter July 14 at 12 1165, 
Bigh st, Rochester 

Axprew, Water, Falmouth, Licensed Victualler July 
8at 12 Off Rec. Boscawen st, Truro 

Baker, ARTHUR, and Ernest Haney Baker N — 
Manchester Warehousemen July 7 at 11 Off 
a l, Park at, N bam 

Busan, b bieee ARTHUR, bury, to aane 
Contractor July 8 at 1130 st, 


orcester 

Bowxzs, Frep, Sheffield, Provision Dealer July 1 at 11 
Off Rec, Figtree In, —— 

Bonney. Ezra, Swansea, Fancy Dealer July 2 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Cappy, Harry SamvrL, Smethwick, Staffs, Bus Worker 
July 3at12 174, a st, Birmingham 


Carerer, Joun, 8hirebroo! ik, Derby, Draper July 7 at 12 
Off Rec. 4, Castle pl, Park st, Mottin 


Cuarke, FReperick WiLLiaM, Birmingham, Butcher July 
lat1180 Off Rec, 47, Fall at. Derby 

Currey, ELEANOR ANNIE ExizaBEeTH, Swindon, School- 
— July 2 at 11 Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, 


Duncan & Co, G T, Ra: goon st, Stem Brokers July 8 


ee 
Ricuarp, Mon! al Timber 
% July 10 at ti T'wigh st, 
Buz, Egnust OAKDEN. Lymm, Cheehires Commneneial 
Traveller July 3 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


Fox, Cuanies, Swindon, Beethouse Keeper July 2 at 11 30 
Bec, 38. Regent circus, Swindon 

Fay, Coartes WILLIAM, ont Beysamiw Francis Fay, 

Stee re July2ati2 Off Rec, 26, 


at 
~-. 


G.over, avail Cardiff, Builder July 3 at 11 1i7, 8t 
Y , a 
Gray, Wit11am, Rotherham, Fruiterer July 1 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Hau. Joszpn, Ashton under Lyse, Veterinary Surgeon 
July gat 3.16 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
— = Tuomas Wroot, Lincs, Farmer Saly 1 at 
Off Reo, Fi “7? la, Sheffield 
eon “ioe Bary, Oil Refiner July 8 at 2.30 Derty 
Hotel, Bu 


ry 

Houtvum, Gzorce, Dover Hairdresser July 17 at 9.30 Off 
Rec. 68, U: stle et, Canterbury 

Hounsety. @iiuaw Jous, by as Pablican July 1 at 
1280 Off Reo, Endie s st, Salisbury 

near Joseph Cares, East “De -eham, Enginsr 

6at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

en. Cuarvts, Dadley, Carter July 2ati2 Off Rec, 
199, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Ixiseworts, Epwarp Harpurhey, Manchester July 4 at 
4.80 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Jisxs, Artuvur, Sparkhill, Worcester, House Painter 

Jaly Sati 174, aoe gy = st, Birminghan 

Jones, James, Trecy ‘Aberdare, General Haulier 

July 4at2 13 y~ High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Jones, Sopnia Anglesey, Licensed 

Victualler July Dat 12.16 Ship Hotel, Bangor 


Kyicut, Tomas Wess, Chichester, Butcher 
Dolphin Hote!, Chichester 


Lawton, JoHN Wititam, Southport, Glass Dealer July 2 
at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Mohaumat, mag Sus borough, Conjurer July lat4 74, 
Newborough, Scarborough 
Mives, \ hag fendevaear 8 Holloway, Builder July 
7Zatil Bankrup‘cy bl) st 
Moors Caan ter’s Assistant July 3 
at 83) Off Reo, 4, Pavilion blégs, Brighton 
Ouwwer, Bicaarp, Gt Grimsby July 3at10.30 Off Rec, 
15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
ay am Greorce Watrer, Birmingham, on Din Manu- 
eturer July io at dy 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Rusees. Tuomas, She eld, Beerhouse Keeper Ju'y lat 
2 Off Rec, Figtees ~N Sheffield 
Rosinson, CHaniEs, a Solicitor July 1at3 Off 
Ree, Figtree In, Sheffi 


Satmonp, Davip meal Cardiff, Architect July 3 at 
12 117, 8t st, Cardiff 

SELsy, Grorcr Henry, Sheffield, Grocer Julylati2 Off 

Eg yy Manoger Jul 

HELDON, GrorGEe James fi) a y 

2ati11 Off Rec, 199, Wolverhampton Dudley 

Smite, ALFRED Goppen, Downend Glos, Mining Engineer 
July 2at 11.45 Off Rec, 26 Baldwin st, Bristol 

Sragkey, Heser, Bloxwich, St.ffs, Grocer July 1 at 10 

Off Rec, Woiverbampton 

Sweet, Grorce, Maesteg, bg Labourer July 4 
at 10.30 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Tay be Joun Grorce, Gorton, —— Dyer July 2 at 

Off Rec, Byrom st, 
Was - al Txomas Dunstan, Seavtieon, Devon July 2 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 18, Bedford circus, Exete 

Wear ER, Water, Newtown, Montgomery, Innkeeper 
July 10 at 1030 1, High st, Newto 

Wettuam, Jamxs. Little Clacton, Builder. July 15 at 11.15 
Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Waite, Astuve Herseet, eee ay 2 hte 
agent July 2 at 11 30 Baldwin st, 
Bristol 

Witurams, Daviv Morgan, Tonyp wily, pk Grocer 
Jaly 2at 12 136, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


ADJUDICATION, 


Awpripez, Mary, Rechester, Painter Rochester Pet 
June19 Ord June 19 
Anprews, GEoRGE gt! Reading, Baker Reading 
Pet June18 Ord June 18 
sa > ge oe ,aaaamanaeat Leicester Pet June 19 
Nr 
CRACKNELL, ey Wituam. Chilworth st, ~ pk, 
Builder h Court Pet Mayi4 Ord June 
Daw. ALFRED, ~—ee ny | Hid, Gasfitter , ne 
Juae 18 Ord J 
Daw, CHar.zs Francois, Moseley, Commiseion Agent Bir- 
ham Pet June17 Ord June 20 
Epuunps, bo Howakp, ae birmingham, Pablic 
— Manager Birmingham Pet June 14 Ord 


20 
Gissoys, ALFRED. ‘ry rd, Kensington High Court 
Pet Feb 17 Ord Jane 2 
Gisson, Waiter Tomas , ae, Harrogate, Hosier 
York Pet Jane4 Ord Jane 19 
GriipanKs, Bexyamin, Greenodd, nr Ulverstone, Saddler 
Barrow in Fur: ese Pet Jan:18 Ord Jane 19 


Hatsz, Henry Skinner, Penarth. Glam, Grocer New- 
port,Mon Pet Jane19 Ord Jone 21 
ee, Apa Lioyp, Boscombe Poole Pet June9 Ord 
une 21 
Hicuam, Artave Jouyx, Blackbura, Cautaien Agent 
Black’ Pet June 20 Ord Jun 
jane Joun, Bury, Oi! Refiner Bolton Pet June 19 Ord 
‘une 19 
Inevayp, Epaan, Brighton, Pianofor‘e Dea’er Brighton 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
ean Epwarp Ayimer, Gosport Portsmouth Pet May 5 
Ord June 1 
Leysuoy, James Epwarp. Swansea, Commercial Traveller 
Swansea Pet June 17 Ord June 19 
— = GrorcE oy Ly yy Blackheath H'gh 


Pet April 18 Ord June is 
Owen, Owen Erwan, Liverpool Pet May 28 


Paswatt, A H, Victoria st High Court Pt Merch 11 





Baldw 
Gissoxs, ALFRED, A’ on rd, Kensington July 7 at 230 
SC nee 


c? Harrogate, Hosier 


bidgs, re 
Gizson, Wisren eee Snapy. Me 
July 8 at 1280 Off Rec, The Rea House, 


Ord June 18 
Pxacock, Jm, Northallerton, Saddler Northallerton Pet 
June 1s Ord June 18 


July 2 at 3 j 
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Psrey, Atrrep, Gurnard, I of W, a Victualler 
Newport Bottle Ord June 


Yorks, Saddle Maker x Eason, Micon, 


Ord Ji 
sere Hd Path Elec'rical Engineer Derby Pet 


3 Davip Cunnixcuam, Cardiff, Architect Cardiff 
8 @ S io. , Underground Labourer 
WEET, GEORGE, 
Cardiff Pet June 20 bea June 20 
Taytos, Joun Groner, Gorton, Lancs, Dyer Manchester 
qwasmeae ie oa Net "d rd, Upper Clapton Com- 
RTON, ARTHUR. wo 
mission Agen Court. Pet Jae 18 Ord Juve 19 
Tvuever, Henry, Orewe,” Bost Baw kd Crewe Pet 
June ll Ord Jane 20 
Warr, Tuomas, and , tary Jones, Wednesbury Waleall 
Pet ne Ord ‘oy Sheffield, B 
EDERICK BRAMWELL, armaa 
Pet June 21 Ord Juae 21 
Watxey. Tuomas Dunsrayx, Heavitree, Devon Exeter 
June 19 Ord June 19 
Youne, Tuomas Joun, Brighton Brighton Pet Jane 2) 


Ord June 20 
London _Gazette.—Fripay, June 27. 
RECEIVING -. ORDERS. 
Bang & Ce, Tes te & In, p panes Reagertens High Court Pet 
Besley, Wittiam,, tata Builder Exeter Pet June 24 
ee See Leeds, Beerseller Leeds Pet June 24 
Baus, Pan ie Lee, Kent, Builder Ge-nwich Pet May 27 


Bourne, nde Kingston » Draper's Assistant 
upoa Hull yt 25° June 25 
har Leicester 


Wake: 


Bray, Grorcs, Leicester, 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Coox, Epuunp Praxce, Lion a, ~ yn ney Coal Dealer 
Kidderminster Pet June 2) Ord June 

CoTTrELL, Amy, Staffs, Licen«ed Viet wer Wol- 
verhampton Pet June 24 Ord June 2t 


Dartuey, Wittiam Epwarp, Dover, Bellman Caate-bury 
Pet June 24 Ord June 2¢ 

Dewey, Witttam, Upavon, Wilts, Carpsnter Bath Pet 
June23 Ord June 23 

DivspaLe, THomas gt Coutrs, Hucknall Torkard, 
Notts, Assistant Schoolmaster Nottingham Pet 
June 25 Ord Tune 25 


Eowanrps, ~ 
Manchester 
GRANT, ll Forest Gill, Piumber 

June24 urd June 24 


Manchester, Advertising Contractor 
Pet June 23 Ora June 28 
Greenwich Pet 


Green, Georce Wittiam, Kingston ul Hull, Wagonette 
“Proprietor Kiogston upon H Pet June 25 Ord 
June 25 

Hapiane, Joszrx, Wi Coal Merchant War- 
r on Pet June Ona Jane 34 


4 Tuomas, Old Trafford, nr Manchester Salford 
Pet June x3 > 

Hoyt, oy Greenstreet, Kent, Grocer Canterbury 
Pet June2s Ord Jane 25 

Jackson. Wrti1am, Co'ne, Lancs, Blacksmith Burnley 

Jonsson ‘Paowss, "West ‘Hastlepool, Mineral Wate 

OHNSON 1OMAB, r 
Manufacture x Sunderland Pet June 2% Ord 
une 

Jounstons, F H, Eastbourne Bastbourne P.t Sept 14 
Ord June 24 

Jones, WiLt1am Henry, Aberdare, General Dealer Aber- 
dare Pet J bra June 25 





une 25 
Joyxzs, Witt1am THomas, , nr Wrexham, Pitman 
Wrexham Pet June 23 Jane 28 
Love, See L, Redhill, Croydon Pet May 22 


June 24 
Ton oemaaee Ayx, Teignmouth Exeter Pet June 


June 24 
Macomm, ALBXAND’ Wells. Cabinet Maker 


Wells it June 25 i 
Regert’s Pk 


Pieeis, B 8, 8+ Bdmund's ter, Bigh Court 
Pet May 14 Ord June 24 

Sarceant, Henry Jouy, Eastham: Berks, Wheel- 
¥ Windeor Pet June 2i Ord June 21 


Goomn, i cone, Bea, Hay Dealer Bolton PeiJune2é Ord 


eutoee. Wiu14M. Bottesford, Lincs, Farmer Gt Grimsby 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

Gnas j Trueman Northallerton, Innkeeper Northallertoa 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Gewese, Winx, Leeds, Insurance Agent Leeds Pet 

u 
Tavton, Gono Fuiiee, Woolwich, Saddler Greenwich 
T oes pring & Clee. Gt Grimeby, Baker 
HOMAS ALFRED, 
erry ut Grlmsby Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Swanse:, Saw Mill Proprietor 





Trem, WitiiaM CHARLES, 


Swansea Pet Juns 25 "Ord Juae 25 

Westwoop, ALsert, Wakefield, Wakefield 
Pet 23 Ord June 23 

Wuittey, Wu, & Co, = Wool Merchants Bradford 
Pet June 13 Ord June 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ALLEN, JoHN Langan, Rotation, Solicitor July 14 at 12.15 
116, bh st, 

1tuaM, Bxeter, Builder July 9 at 10.30 Off 

sedford circus, 


BearpsELL, Leowarp Francis, Merton. Surrey, Com- 
mercial Traveller July 7 at 11.90 24, Railway app, 


BLANCHARD, JosEPH Esenezen, W 
Builder July 9 


oodmancote, nt Henfield, 
9 at 12 Off “4, Pavilion 
idee Brighton Rec, a 


Bray, 
Mec, 1 
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Francis Weare, lion Eg, 


ie El ge 


, ARTHUR ta King oo oo Staffs, Grocer July 8 
at 2.30 Off Rec, King #, Ne weastle, Staffs 
‘aime 3 Fenton, Staffs, Collier July8at3 Off 


: a 's 
ee ae ANDEB Reading, Dealer in 
Horses ‘July 10 at 12 Queen's = Hotel, Re Reading 
. Bocar, Brighton, Pianoforte Dealer July 9 at 
10.80 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bide, Bt ton 


Brigh' 
Jonas, Juuivs, Upper To . Traveller July 4 at 11.30 
om... Railway *PP, London 
a = Cuan.es E K, ton, Livery Stable Keeper 
July 9 at 12.30 Off Rec, Pavilion Sidgs Brighton 
ma un, Lower itley, Cheshire, Farmer 


Gurnard, I Licensed er 
Pemuly ratit’ 19, Guey'st, Newvort, lot W 
RicHarps, AuTER LixWELLYx, ’ Angle, Eemteche, 
Labourer July 11 at 12.°0 Temperance Hall, Pem- 


Sure11, Davin, Berwick upon Tweed, Confectioner July 

4 at 11.30 Off Rec, 90, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

beter” _——, Wool Merchants July 7 
Ort ee, 8 81, Man or rd, Bradf 


Youre, Taouas an, Selghen, late Bank Clerk July 9 
11.80 Off Bee. 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Basse, Wrazan, Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet June 24 

‘une 

muy Grorcr, Leicester Boot Factor Leicester Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Breiwensacn, Fravycis /_ Hove, Coal Merchant 
Brighton Pet June18 Ord June 23 


Coox, ARcE, Stourport, Coal Dealer Kidder- 
Pet June 20 ra June 20 
Amy. Bilston, Licensed Victualler Wolver- 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 
Oovrt, Joux, Norwich, Licensed Victualler Norwich Pet 
Dz Ww “oy ate Wilts, Bath Pet 
wey, Witt1am, Upavon, Wilts, Carpenter 
Jane 23 Ord June 23 
Domox, Orro Ovip, Princes Mension House, Civil 
High Court Pet May12 Ord June 24 


Fry, Cuantes Wituam, and Benxsammx Francis Fay, 
Prioters Bristol By J Ord June 
a —— Cannon strd High Court Pet May 1 


Grawr, Roszrt, Forest Hill, Plumber Greenwich Pet 
June 24 ne 24 


Haxzesez, Tuomas, Old Trafford, nr Manchester Salford 
Pet June 28 Ord June 23 


Jo Wii11am Tomas, Cerney, nr ee Pitman 
“Wrexham Pet Jane 33 Ord June 
Peacock, Wim, Bristol, Bricklayer 
June9 Ord June 24 
CHaRDSs, WALTER Saeoantem, Angie, 


pstead, Wheelwright 
Scorrt, Jonx, Bury, Hay Dealer Bolton Pet June24 Ord 
June 24 


TRvuEMAy, HortheRerten, Ianiecper Westhallesten 
Pet June2i Ord June 


, Cusnianre Jira, Wem, Builder Shrewsbury Pet 
June 10 Ord June 
Vangnt. Becmann, Brighton Pet May 31 Ord 


Wi A 
Stas see 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of June 6: 
Hewersox, Jonx Aycr.o, and Warrer Lamsert, 
Hull, Timber Merchants 


Kingston upon Hull 
Pet May 22 Ord May 22 - 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, July 1, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Enazicn, Eris, Southport, General Merchant 4 
Pet June 2% Ord June % aes 


Eiuiorr, Waiter Kzirx, Cromwe’l 14, South Kensington 
Court Pet Feb 24 nd Fame 
High Court Pet June 
4 Ord June 


Lzppex. J 43 Norfolk Strand, Financial Agent 
5 ay Masch oa Ord June 25 . 
Mozzs, I Brechfa. Farmer 
Court Pet May 20 Ord June 25 ay 
Tavemax, A ea 1h 


4 
Warxue, BAY ALBERT. Lngt 4-4 
Greenwich Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


Ex 
= Mincing Ia 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bansrs & Co, Mark 


as 


Tow ingutipy Jaly 10 at 12 
Boot 
rx? Factor July$ at 12.80 Off 





Davies, Ropext. Oldham, Builder July 10 at3 Off 
““@reaves st, Oldham xi _ 


E..iorT, tbe ay mg Kensington July 10 at 11 


an agus 


aa JouN Town, Roserton 8q, Horse Dealer July 9 at 
rey st 
Tomiinson, JAMES ‘Susie. Derby, Pablican July 8 at 8 
Off Rec, 47, Fu! Derby 


TURNER, Henry, Boot Manufacturer July 9 at 8 
Vosrze, Fraxcis, Tavenneet. Builder July S at 11 6, 

Athenceum ter, 
abefild, Wi Fishmonger July 9 at 11 


Westwoop, ALBERT, 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wak 


Amended notice substituted for that lished in the 
London Gente of daar 


>: Pore Danes upon Confectioner July 8 
at 1 Messrs AL &TJTA . Estate Agents, 
Berk bags, Sandgate, Berwick upon Tweed 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Anprew, Jony, and Wriuiam Axprew, Oldham, Grecers 
Oldham Pet May 21 Ord June 24 
aan =? hn Leeds, Beerseller Leeds Pet June 24 


Bovers, Horace, Kingston upon Hull, Drapers’ Assistant 
Kingston upon Hull Pet — 26 ‘Ord June ‘une ha 
Braprorp, Le Queen Vict-ria st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet March 95 Ord cor 24 
Datex, tyeenzan -'— Dover, Bellman Canterbury 
Pet June 24 Ord June 2% 
Dixspirz, Taomas Exrineton Courts, Hucksall Torkard, 
otts, Nottingham Pet June 25 Ord 
June 26 
Epwakps, a Manchester, 
Manchester Pet June . Ord June 23 
Exeuics, Ex1as, Southport, General 
Pet June25 Ord June 25 
FeaTHer, JavEs, nn, a Hay Dealer Bradford Pet 
oumen Ooh genes x Hult, W 
zen, Grorcs Wii114m, Kingston upon Hu! ‘agonette 
Proprietor Kingston upon Hull Pet June 25 Ord 


Kent, Grocer Canterbury 
InuincwortH, Epwakrp, Manchester Pet 
May 31 Ord June 24 


Jackson, Wii114m, Colne, Blacksmith Burnley Pet June 
25 Ord June 35 
West Hartlepool, Mineral Water 
Sunderland Pet June 25 Ord June 25 
Jonzs, Witt1am Henry, Aberdare, General Dealer Aber- 
dare Pet June 25 Ord Jane 25 
oe. CuarLes Hengy, Yealmpton, Devon, Commission 
Agent Sigh Court Pet May 14 Ord June 24 
Lonapes, aevane Waixon Duxocay, New Broad, at High 
Court Pet Augi10 Ord June 26 
Maocxrett, Caries ARTHUR, Forest hill Greenwich 
Pet Mar 16 Ord June 25 


June 
Hust, Writrau, Greensteeet, 
Pet June 25 Ord June 25 


Jouxsoy, THomas, 
Manufacturer 





ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E, 
NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 





ti q+ — Managing Clerk Ceodeitial) 
Desires Permanent Tempors loyment : 
baw ay 8 pom awl —s settle costs from papers, pre epare 
aa Tod Gok ot of ‘ aniey Any ene 
special matters or i Snauteies in town, country, or abroad; 
fm cog anew ee a 2 in ately, by 
letter, KBRIDGE, Black ’ 
rg ema urn House, South Lambeth. 








LAY COSTS in all departments Drawn and 
r ay = —t rt or perience’ a aeat ewig 
oa Hatton & Son, 81, ‘chensenednne, w.c. —Lar, 


WANTED, Managing Clerk, unadmitted 
preferred; must be thoroughly competent; first 
class references req —Apply, stating age, qualifics- 
= and salary, te to Cozens-Harpy & Jzwson, Solicitors, 








ANTED, a Junior Clerk in a Solicitor’s 

Office who has had some experience in the Bill 
Department.—Applv, in the first instance bd nea) to X,, 

care of Metchim & Son, Princes-street, West 


SOLICITORS and Others.—Auy Person 
having knowledge of a Will made by the late William 
Kenward, of Acton, and 2%, Askew-crescent, Shepherds- 
bush, is req: to Communicate with Messr 
Sons, & Room, Solicitors Hammersmith. 





8. WaATsox, 





GNES BAIRD, Deceased.—Lost Will.— 

Any Person who wil ve such information to the 

ware as will lead to 
p nak J above- 


mamed Decease 
of February fas, at No Bt Stophererwed. Ba 
bo - a er & ey 
Moorgatewtent- ten - Rd. London, B.C. 





J. HOLE & SON, Surveyors and Auc- 

e__tioneers, Bristol, have the following Lots of 

GROUND-RENTS for SAL® suitable for Trustees and 
vi — 

District. | Amount, | Sesured upon, 
ee PARK (ad- About £500 eee year’ | Lar residenns 
beens | Would vided, | - 
HAMP TEAD, | |About £300 yearly. Byteete resi« 


_ and atte’: particulars at 88, Park otenct, and 6, 
8t. Stephen’s-avenue, Bristol. 








Mires, Watrer Cuaries, Sonderb _ * ré, Holloway, 
Builder High Court Pet May 37 4 June 24 
Fane, rome ® Henry, Derby, P. ie Scke Pet June 4 


Prassox, Wit1iam, Ashton » Commission 
nt Manchester Pet Avril 25 Ord June 25 
Ruixawoop, Rosert James, Bloxham, Bu 
Pet June 19 Ord June 28 

1LL1aAM, Bottesford, Lines, Farmer Gt 
y Pet June 25 Be ig 
Surety, Davin, Berwick w Sentestinns New- 

castle on wend sn 


s . aati Pet June aire Le) 
TH, ALFRED GODDEN, Glos, M Mining Engineer 
MY Bristol Pet May 17. Ord June 25 
Agent Leeds Pet 
Glee, Gt Grimeby, Baker 


Sowpey, Wii, ar 
June 25 Ord June 
oo. 7 oe Avram, New 
Gt Grimsby Pet June2 Ord Jun 

Trurzmay, Atyrep Witi14m Ketsow, . 7 
A h Pet June 25 Ord June 25 

, Swanses, Saw Mill 
W. Ep gg) A 4 ,» Greengrocer 

ATKINS, WARD ERT 

Greenwich 


Pet June 25 Ord June s 
ee ae Maye Fishmonger Wakefield 


SueErrTox, 


Tornes, WiLL14M CHARLES, 
Swansea Pet 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soricttors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 

Annual Subscriptions, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE: 

Soicrrors’ JOURNAL, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s. 

WEEKLY REPORTER, £1 6s. ; by post, £1 8s. 

SoLrcrrors’ JOURNAL and WERKLY 

REPORTER, £2 12s., post-free. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 





law calf, 58. 6d. 


\ {| ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker-street Station. 
and Delghtal all 


Orchestral P; 


Portrait Models of 
The Right Hon. are coo oe 


Lord KITCH ENE MILNER, &c.. 
Lord ——— General DELARBY, General BOTHA, 
the late Mr, OmCIL 1 RHODES, &c. 
Afternoon New Restaurant ¢ and Buffet, Afternoon 
Teas. T 
‘ort. 
Extra Rooms, 64 


mame i: under 12, 64. 
DAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. 


FAALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS, LiMiTED. 


LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


Pagtiamentany Bitts, Misvrzs or Evipencsz, Booxs oF 
Rergzencz, StraTEMENTS Oy CLarm, Answens, &c., &0. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
. NEWSPAPERS, 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every desoription of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY BEPORTEB, 








NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, £.C. 









SHE P 


